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1 Introduction

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is the federal government's basic
charter for protection and wise use of the environment. The Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) has the responsibility for implementing the NEPA
process that enables federal decision makers to factor environmental values and
consequences into decisions on major federal actions such as the adoption of
official policy, forma plans, and programs, and for the approval of specific
projects. The NEPA process provides a service to the decision maker by enabling
an informed decision that considers environmental consegquences along with other
decision criteria (i.e.,, mission considerations, cost, schedule, etc.). The NEPA
process also is a service to the public by enabling public input into potentia
federal decisions and by providing public disclosure of agency actions that affect
the environment. The NEPA process therefore enables the agency to achieve the
results, outcomes, and products that respond to the goals of the Act and the goals
of the CEQ regulations: quality federal decisions that protect, restore, and
enhance the quality of the human environment.

NEPA is implemented through procedura provisons that provide for the
preparation of Environmental Impact Statements as a tool to inform decision
makers and the public regarding the consequences of Federal actions. The EIS
serves as an actionforcing device to ensure that the policies and goals defined in
the National Environmental Policy Act are infused into the ongoing programs and
actions of the Federal Government. The EIS provides a full and fair discussion of
significant environmental impacts and informs decision makers and the public of
the reasonable aternatives that may avoid or minimize adverse impacts or
enhance the quality of the human environment.

The Department's Office of Science (SC) has used the EIS process to support
program and project decision making. The EISs prepared under SC's purview
have lead to Records of Decision (RODs) and have assisted decision makers with
evaluating reasonable alternatives and making choices that best serve the needs of
the human environment and the Department.

The NEPA process and the preparation of EISs are closely linked to the DOE
federa piece of Integrated Safety Management (ISM). The EIS process assists
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DOE in decisionmaking early in project and program planning, prior to the “go/no
go” decision point. The five functions of 1SM (define the scope of work, analyze
the hazards, develop and implement controls, perform the work within controls,
and provide feedback and improvement) are represented in the principal e ements
of an EIS. The proposed action and the aternatives considered in an EIS
represent the formal definition of the scope of work. Analysis of hazards is
accomplished through the evaluation of potential environmental impacts from the
aternatives. The Record of Decision (ROD) defines the work to be accomplished
and provides the basis for completing the proposed action. Feedback and
continuous improvement are accomplished through identification of EIS lessons
learned and the sharing of other valuable experiences as coordinated through the
SC NCO. Feedback and improvement also occur through the use of a mitigation
action plan (MAP), when appropriate. The MAP, a requirement under 10 CFR
1021.331, explains how the corresponding mitigation measures, designed to
mitigate adverse environmental impacts associated the course of action directed
by the ROD, will be planned and implemented. An annua MAP report is
required that provides a status of the mitigation activities for each MAP. Thus,
the EIS is akey environmental application of ISM.

To ensure that the use of EISs by SC continues to enable quality decisions, public
disclosure, and environmental protection, quality assurance (QA) planning is
essential. This QA Plan for the conduct and management of the EIS process will
enable the process to be timely; documents will be of high quality with accurate
information; and the review process will result in objectivity. It will provide for
the continuation of the QA infrastructure within SC that supports the NEPA
process (both at SC HQ and in the field), and it will enable quality decision
making both within the NEPA process and with respect to the environment. The
QA Plan will assist SC HQ in assuring that its EISs meet DOE’s expectations for
quality, adequacy, completeness and legal sufficiency.




2. Scope and Applicability

This QA Plan follows the format of 10 CFR 830.120, "Quality Assurance
Requirements’. This plan defines and summarizes SC's policy, procedures, and
requirements for implementing a comprehensive QA program for the preparation,
review, and approval of EISs and for their use as a service in decision making.

This QA Plan is part of SC's program of QA and continuous improvement related
to the use of NEPA documents, the results of which have been described and
summarized in several of the SC NEPA Compliance Officer's (NCO) Annual
Program Summaries (Refs. 1, 2, 3, 4). The SC QA document for Environmental
Assessments is contained in the EA QA Plan (SC NCO Communication 94-04
Revision 1, July 2000).

The procedures set forth in this QA Plan will be applied by the program elements
in SC HQ. This QA Plan will be applied by the SC HQ NCO and program
elements in providing assistance to the Operations Offices in SC's role as Lead
Program Secretarial Officer responsible for providing management overview of
the Operations Offices, and as Cognizant Secretarial Officer responsible for
operations at eleven National Laboratories. These responsibilities are outlined in
the Office of Science Sewardship Functions, Responsibilities, and Authorities
Document (the SC “FRA Document”). SC will aso use this QA Plan for review
of SC HQ EISs (including Site-wides, and Programmatics), and Field
Organization EISs for SC specific projects.

In addition, this EIS QA Plan provides general guidance on what needs to be done
within the SC Headquarters management system to assure quality in the
management and preparation of an EIS and in its public process. This Plan does
not contain all of the specifics on the preparation of an EIS or specifics on the
public process. DOE'’s guidance and procedures are cited within this document to
assist with the details.




3. PRIMARY REGULATIONS,
PROCEDURES, GUIDANCE AND
OTHER NEPA TOOLS

Federal regulations, requirements, Executive Orders, and guidance applicable to the
successful implementation of NEPA’s procedura provisions are provided in DOE’s
August 1998 Nationa Environmental Policy Act Compliance Guide, Volume | (see
section 3.3 below). Volume Il of the DOE NEPA Compliance Guide contains the
Department’ s implementing regulations and related internal requirements, guidance
documents, process improvement studies, and other helpful reference materials. The
DOE NEPA Compliance guides are not static in nature and new CEQ guidance, and
Executive Orders can be found on the CEQ NEPAnNet at:
(http://ceq.eh.doe.gov/nepa/nepanet.htm) and

DOE guidance and lessons learned can be found on the DOE NEPA Web
(http://tis.eh.doe.gov/nepa). The Office of Science will use these tools containing
NEPA references as the standards to be used in the preparation, review and approval of
ElSs that meet the Department’ s expectations for quality, completeness, and adequacy.
This QA Plan describes how these tools will be used and how their use will be
managed.

SC will incorporate by example and reference SC' s lessons |learned from experiences
gained during the NEPA process for recent EISs. These lessons learned will
supplement the DOE NEPA Compliance Guide with SC specific information.

For convenience, the primary Federal, Departmental, and Office of Science (formerly
Office of Energy Research) references are listed below. Copies of these materias are
available from the SC NCO. Additionally, most of these reference sources can be
found on the DOE NEPA web site maintained by the DOE Office of Environment,
Safety and Health (EH) and on the SC NEPA web site:

DOE NEPA Web - http://www.eh.doe.gov/nepa

SC NEPA Web Site- http://mww.sc.doe.gov/SC-80/SC-83/nepacomp.htm
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3.2

Federal Regulations and Guidance
The Nationad Environmental Policy Act of 1969, As Amended.

40 CFR 1500-1508, "Council on Environmental Quality Regulations for
Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the Nationa Environmental Policy
Act."

Council on Environmental Qudlity, "Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning
CEQ's Nationa Environmental Policy Act Regulations,” 55 FR 18026.

Council on Environmental Quadlity, “Congdering Cumulative Effects Under the
Nationa Environmental Policy Act”, January 1997.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, “Consderation of Cumulative Impacts in
EPA Review of NEPA Documents’, EPA 315-R-99-002, May 1999.

Council on Environmental Quality, “Environmental Justice: Guidance Under the
Nationa Environmenta Policy Act”, December 1997.

US Environmental Protection Agency, “Guidance for Incorporating
Environmental Justice Concerns in EPA’s NEPA Compliance Activities’, April
1998.

36 CFR 800, “Protection of Historic Properties; Recommended Approach for
Conaultation on Recovery of Significant Information From Archaeologica Sites;
Fina Rule and Notice’, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, May 18, 1999
(64 FR 27044).

Executive Orders

Executive Order 13212 - Actions To Expedite Energy-Related Projects (18 May
2001)

Executive Order 13211 - Actions Concerning Regulations That Significantly Affect
Energy Supply, Distribution, or Use (18 May 2001)

Executive Order 13175 - Consultation and Coordination With Indian Triba
Governments (6 November 2000)

Executive Order 13158 - Marine Protected Areas. (26 May 2000)

Executive Order 13148 - Greening the Government Through Leadership in
Environmental Management (21 April 2000)




Executive Order 13149 - Greening the Government Through Federd Feet and
Transportation Efficiency (21 April 2000)

Executive Order 13150 - Federd Workforce Transportation (21 April 2000)

Executive Order 13141 - Environmenta Review of Trade Agreements (16
November 1999)

Executive Order 13134 - Developing and Promoting Biobased and Bioenergy (12
August 1999)

Executive Order 13123 - Greening the Government Through Efficient Energy
Management (4 June 1999)

Executive Order 13112 - Invasive Species (3 February 1999)

Executive Order 13101 - Greening the Government through Waste Prevention,
Recycling, and Federal Acquisition (14 September 1998)

Executive Order 13089 - Cora Reef Protection (11 June 1998)
Executive Order 13057 - Federd Actionsin the Lake Tahoe Region (26 July 1997)

Executive Order 13045 - Protection of Children from Environmental Hedlth Risks
and Safety Risks (21 April 1997)

Executive Order 13006 - Locating Federal Facilities on Historic Properties in our
Nation's Centra Cities (21 May 1996)

Executive Order 12898, Federa Actions to Address Environmental Justice in
Minority Populations and Low-1ncome Populations (11 February 1994)

Executive Order 12902 - Energy Efficiency and Water Conservation at Federa
Fecilities (8 March 1994)

Executive Order 12889 - Implementation of the North American Free Trade
Agreement (28 December 1993)

Executive Order 12843 - Procurement Requirements and Policies for Federa
Agencies for Ozone-Depleting Substances (21 April 1993)

Executive Order 12114, Environmenta Effects Abroad of Mgor Federal Actions (4
January 1979)
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Executive Order 12088, Federd Compliance with Pollution Control Standards (13
October 1978)

Executive Order 11514, Protection and Enhancement of Environmental Quality
(3/1970) as amended by Executive Order 11911 (24 May 1977)

Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management (24 May 1977)

Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands (24 May 1977)

Department of Energy

10 CFR 1021, "Department of Energy National Environmental Policy Act
Implementing Procedures and Guidelines.”

10 CFR 1022, "Depatment of Energy Compliance with Foodplain/Wetlands
Environmental Review Requirements.”

"Secretarial Policy Statement on the National Environmental Policy Act,” Office of
the Secretary, June 13, 1994.

DOE Order 451.1B Chng 1, “Nationa Environmental Policy Act Compliance
Program.”

DOE Order 481.1, "Non-Department of Energy Funded Work (Work for Others)."
DOE Order, 430.1 “Life Cycle Asset Management”
DOE Order 5700.6C, "Quality Assurance.”

"Quality Assurance Program: A Totd Management System, Office of Nuclear
Safety Policy and Standards, May 1992. [Contains DOE Order 5700.6C, aong
with explanatory guidance]

DOE Office of Environment, Safety and Health
Mini-guidance Articles from Lessons Learned Quarterly Reports (November, 2000)

Clean Air Act General Conformity Requirements and the NEPA Process (April,
2000)

NEPA Compliance Guide

Memorandum from the Assgant Secretary for Environment, Safety and
Hedth:"Volumes | and Il of the Department of Energy Nationad Policy Act
Compliance Guide," (August 24, 1998)
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NEPA Compliance Guide Volume | (August 1998)

Part |. The Law and Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations
Part I1. Executive Orders Concerning Environmental Matters (Selection)
Part 111. CEQ Guidance Documents (Selection)

Part IV. Policies from Other Federal Agencies (Selection)

NEPA Compliance Guide Volumell (August 1998)

Part |. Regulations, Policy and Orders

Part I1. Preparation of NEPA Documents

Part I11. Site-wide NEPA Reviews

Part IV. Public Participation

Part V. NEPA Process Improvement

Part VI. Other Department of Energy NEPA References

Document Preparation

Environmental Impact Statement Summary Guidance (September 1998)

Recommendations for the Preparations of EAs and EISs (May 1993)

Environmental Impact Statement Checklist (November 1997)

Glossary of Terms Used in DOE NEPA Documents (September 1998)

CEQ's Environmental Justice Guidance (December 1997)

CEQ's Cumulative Effects Guidance (January 1997)
Contracting

A Brief Guide: Department of Energy-wide Contracts for NEPA
Documentation (August 1998)

NEPA Contracting Reform Guidance (December 1996)
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Public Participation

Effective Public Participation under the National Environmental Policy Act,
Second Edition (August 1998)

Stakeholders Directory 15" Edition (January 2001)
ES& H Electronic Publishing Guidance

NEPA Document Electronic Publishing Standards and Guidelines (October
1998)

DOE NEPA Document Certification and Transmittal Form (October 1998)

Other

National Partnership for Reinventing Government (NPR) - Plain Language
Action Network

Environmental Law & Related Documents from |ULaw
3.4 DOE Office of Science

Annotated Bibliography of the Office of Science Environmenta Assessments (EA)
and Environmental Impact Statements (EIS) Completed Since Secretary of Energy
Notice (SEN) 15-90, ER NCO Communication 92-07, Revision 4, June 2000.

Office of Science, Quality Assurance Plan for Environmental Assessments, ER
NCO Communication 94-04, Revison 1, July 2000.
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4. ORGANIZATIONAL ROLES AND
RESPONSIBILITIES

The organizational placement of the Office of Science (SC) within the Department and the
organizational structure of SC is shown in Appendix A. SC is an integra part of the
Department's Energy, Science and Environment program reporting to the Under Secretary.
Within SC, the Office of Laboratory Operations and Environment, Safety and Hedlth (SC-
80) coordinates infrastructure, ES&H, and congtruction management activities within the
SC science programs and between the field, laboratories, DOE HQ, and other agencies.
The ES&H Division (SC-83) is the central foca point for ES&H matters, including NEPA,
within SC-80 and SC HQ.

4.1 Director of the Office of Science (SC-1)

DOE Order 451.1B stipulates the responsibilities of secretarid officers for implementing
NEPA'’s procedura provisons. SC-1 is responsible for ensuring the preparation of an
environmental impact statement or SC Proposds and forwarding it to the Assstant
Secretary for Environment, Safety and Hedth for gpprova. In addition to meeting
requirements established in the Regulations, responsibilities include the items below

Submitting a notice of intent to prepare an environmental impact statement to the
Assistant Secretary for Environment, Safety and Health for issuance.

Issuing a record of decison for an environmental impact statement, after obtaining
the concurrence of the Assistant Secretary for Environment, Safety and Hedlth in its
environmental content and ensuring that DOE counsel concurs in its legd

adequacy.

Preparing any mitigation action plan required under the DOE Regulations before
taking an action that is the subject of a mitigation commitment made in a record of
decision.

Tracking and annudly reporting progress made in implementing, and the
effectiveness of, any mitigation commitment made in a record of decision.
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4.2 Office of Laboratory Operations and Environment, Safety and
Health (SCG80); and the Environment, Safety and Health Division (SC-
83)

SC-80 congists of three divisions: the Construction Management Support Division (SC-81),
the Laboratory Infrastructure Division (SC-82), and the Environment, Safety and Hedlth
Divison (SC-83). The mission of SC-80 is to provide leadership and a corporate focd
point in areas of operations, construction management, infrastructure, and ES& H, in order
to support the conduct of world-class science at SC laboratories. The goas of SC-80 areas
follows:

Ensure that required programmatic facilities are constructed on time, and within
scope and schedule

Ensure that generd purpose infrastructure are mission ready,

Ensure that environment, safety, and hedth (ES&H) are fully integrated with
research and support activities and are conducted in a manner that is protective of
the workers, the public and the environment

Ensure that operations reflect cost effective and efficient stewardship of Department
of Energy (DOE) funding and assets

SC-83 provides the ES&H technical expertise for SC HQ and serves as a resource to the
field elements that implement research activities sponsored by SC. SC-83 consgs of
ES& H professionas with a variety of disciplines that enable SC to utilize a systematic and
interdisciplinary approach to ensure the integrated use of the natural, socia, engineering,
and environmenta sciences in SC planning and decison making. SC-83 provides overal
crosscutting coordination of ES&H and technica support for SC.  This includes the broad
QA dements of ES&H including: planning and leadership; technica support to the SC
program and field elements; policy development; standards, guidance and procedures
development; communications devel opment and coordination; training and workshops; and
lessons learned and continuous improvement initiatives. The SC NCO is located within the
SC-83 organization.

4.3 Office of Science NEPA Compliance Officer
The SC NCO has the responsibilities and authorities as defined and stated in:

DOE Order 451.1B Chng.1

July 15, 1992, EH memorandum on the role of the NCO; and the June 13,
1994, Secretarial Policy Statement on NEPA.

These are found in the DOE NEPA Compliance Guide. The NCO is responsible for
overseeing SC's implementation of NEPA's procedural provisions that are defined in 40
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CFR 1500-1508, 10 CFR 1021, and he other requirements, regulations, policies, and
procedures identified in this QA Plan. Additionaly, the SC Stewardship Functions,
Responsibilities, and Authorities Document (dated June 2000) includes the preparation,
review and gpprova of NEPA documentation under the Integrated Safety Management
function of analyzing hazards. The SC NCO oversees the NEPA portion of that function
for SC HQ. The NCO reportsto SC-1 through the SC-83 Division Director and the SC-80
Associate Director.

The Genera Responsihilities of the Office of Science NCO are:

Providing assistance to and enabling the SC Program Offices and NEPA Document
Managers in their line management respongbility for implementing NEPA and
effectively utilizing the EIS process to support planning and decision making, as
part of SC's stewardship of science;

Assuring the integrity of the EI'S process and assuring that EISs prepared under
the purview of SC HQ meet DOE’ s standards for quality and adequacy;
Assuring quality assurance and continuous improvement in the implementation
of NEPA and the SC EIS process by using the principles of Quality Assurance
(DOE Order 5700.6C), as appropriate;

Working with the Field Organization NCOs to ensure the quality of EISs
prepared under the purview of the Field Organizations in support of decision
making on SC-sponsored actions, projects, and research activities,

Review and concur in al of the formal elements of the document management
process for al EISs under the purview of SC HQ, as well as those EISs under
the purview of Field Organizations for SC sponsored activities administered by
the Field.

4.4  Office of Science Program Associate Director Offices

The SC Program Associate Director Offices conditute the HQ line management for
sponsorship of the SC scientific and research misson. Line management is responsible for
implementation of NEPA's procedura provisons in order to support project and program
planning and decision-making. The initia role of the Associate Directors are to provide for
the funding of the EIS preparation process, and procure contractor technical assistance
when that is needed (as per section 6.2.3 below). The SC Program Associate Directors are
the primary “owners’ of SC'sEISs.

Each of SCsfour Program Associate Director Offices contain one staff representative who
saves as the ES&H representative and the officid "NEPA Contact” to receive
correspondence and information from the DOE Office of NEPA Policy and Assstance
(EH-42). Each NEPA Contact also has been provided with a copy of the DOE NEPA
Compliance Guide. The NEPA Contacts provide assstance to the Program Office
Research Program Managers who are responsible for the planning, cost, schedule, and
management of the research projects and programs governed by DOE Order 430.1 (and
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other requirements) and for integrating the NEPA process with project planning and
scheduling.

4.5 Office of Science NEPA Document Managers

For those EISs prepared under the purview of SC HQ, a staff member of the
sponsoring SC HQ Program Associate Director Office normally will serve as the
NEPA Document Manager (NDM). This individual may be a Research Program
Manager or the Program Office’s NEPA Contact. The role of the NDM is defined and
explained in several DOE documents: the Secretary's June 13, 1994, NEPA Policy
Statement; DOE Order 451.1B Chng. 1 on NEPA; and the DOE NEPA Contracting
Reform Guidance of December 1996 (al of which are found in the DOE NEPA
Compliance Guide). Additionally, the SC and Chicago Operations Office NCOs have
collaborated to prepare practical guidance for SC's NDMs that is based on recent
experiences, both at HQ and in the field. Guidance documents for NDMs are included
as Appendix B. In this NDM role, the SC Program Offices have the responsibility for
implementing the EIS document preparation, management, review and approval
process by:

Scheduling the EIS process within the overall SC project management process
so that it is completed in atimely and cost effective manner;

Coordinating and stewarding the SC HQ NEPA review, concurrence, and
approval process;

Utilizing a NEPA document management committee of internal SC and DOE
stakeholders to review and concur in the preparation of the EIS;

Ensuring that the public participation process is undertaken with a spirit of
openness and full disclosure and that comments from public reviews are taken
into consideration when applicable.

Reviewing and commenting on EISs prepared under their purview, especialy
those aspects of the EIS that describe and analyze the technical and scientific
features of the project;

Communicating comments and revision needs on EISs for their projects to the
ElS authors and/or |aboratory sponsors through the Operations Offices;
Managing the quality and adequacy of the EISs and consulting and
coordinating with the SC NCO;

Preparing an EH Lessons Learned survey after the completion of the EIS
process (see section 6.3.1 below);

Providing for creation and maintenance of the administrative record on the EIS
process (see section 6.1.4 below).

4.6 SC Program Managers

For those EISs prepared for SC activities under the purview of a Fidd Organization, a
program manager (PM) of the sponsoring SC HQ Program Associate Director Office (AD)
normaly will serve as the line management point of contact. The asigned PM will
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coordinate with the Associate Director’s NEPA Contact, the SC NCO, and the field NDM.
The line PM’ s responghilities are smilar to the HQ coordination role of the NDM for an
EIS. The PM’sresponsibilities are asfollows:

Coordinating and stewarding the SC HQ review, concurrence, and approva
process, with assistance and advice from the SC NCO.

Reviewing and commenting on the EIS, especidly the program and technica
features of the project being analyzed.

Communicating SC HQ comments and revision needs to the NDM in the field.
Conaulting and coordinating with the SC NCO
Assigting and maintaining the EIS Administrative Record.

Serving as the champion for supporting the cost and schedule of the EISin SC HQ.
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5. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT MANAGEMENT
PROCESS

It is SC's god to prepare ElSs that assist in planning and decision making, focus on
the issues ripe for decison making, and meet DOE’'s standards for quality and
adequacy. These EISs will be as brief and concise as possible, and will be written
in plain language and use appropriate graphics so that decison makers and the
public can readily understand them, as recommended by CEQ (40 CFR 1502.8).

The EIS document management process at SC HQ will consist of the management
and supervison of al of the process eements related to EISs under the purview of
SC HQ. Theroles and responsibilities of the managers and staff involved with the
SC HQ EIS process will be as specified in Chapter 4 above of this QA Plan. This
process will utilize al of the infrastructure and QA elements necessary to assure
timeliness and quality of the documentation in support of quality decision-making
by SC. This EIS document management process will be implemented as early as
possible in the project or program planning cycle by the NDM. This process will
consist of the following eements:

Notice of Intent to Prepare an EIS,

Internal Scoping

Public scoping process,

Dréft EIS preparation,

Public Comment period,

Incorporation of public comments and revision of the draft EIS,

|ssuance of the Find EIS,

18



| ssuance of the Record of Decision and

Preparation and use of amitigation action plan, when appropriate.

This process aso will apply to the adoption by DOE of another federal agency's EIS
when tha is appropriate. The steps and milestones in the EIS document
management process that should be followed are summarized in Chapter 6.
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6. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT QUALITY
ASSURANCE APPROACH

The SC HQ NCO will provide for and steward the QA infrastructure that supports
the SC HQ EI'S document management process and its continuous improvement, as
well as the use of EISs by SC management in supporting planning and quality
decisons. This QA approach bridges the SC HQ programs, as well as the
Operations Offices and Nationa Laboratories that conduct SC-sponsored research.
This approach will include implementation of the agpplicable quality assurance
criteria in the areas of management, performance, and assessment as identified in
DOE Order 5700.6C — Qudity Assurance Requirements. It is based on the
underlying principles and value-added requirements contained in the May 1992 QA
guidance document that accompanied the QA Requirements. (see Ref. 9). SC's
approach to the EIS process is summarized below.

6.1 Management

Criterion 1: Program

The organizationa structure of SC, aong with the roles and responsihilities of the
management and staff with authority and responsbility for implementing NEPA
relative to EISs, will be as described in Chapter 4 above. The principle senior
managers, supervisors, program managers, the NCO, and the NDM are those who
manage, perform, and assess the adequacy of work and the quality of the NEPA
Process and the EI'S documents that support SC's project and program planning and
decison making. These individuas are responsble for timing, scheduling, and
managing the cost of the SC HQ EIS process.

The current SC Strategic Plan dated June 1999 (Ref. 10) contains the organization’s
mission, policies, and objectives. The integation of ES&H with the research
mission is a fundamental tenant of the SC program. The SC Strategic Plan dtates
that, “Research funds will be applied as necessary to ensure that al activities are
conducted safdly and in an environmentaly conscientious manner...”
Implementation of the NEPA process is one way this is achieved. SC uses a
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proactive Integrated Safety Management (ISM) approach to ES&H (including
NEPA) that emphasizes preventing or eiminating hazards and environmental
impacts. This is preferred over an approach that uses mitigative measures and
adminigtrative controls. The principal vehicle for achieving these results is to
integrate ES& H and quality into program planning, budgeting, and execution of SC
research programs. Early integration of NEPA into the planning process allows
NEPA to stay off of the criticd path of SC's projects, thereby helping to keep
projects on schedule, within budget, and alowing SC's science mission to be
fulfilled. SC encourages the Program Offices to initiate interna scoping early in the
planning phases of a project. Members of the interna scoping team should be
representative of al DOE NEPA Programs that may have a stake in the decisions to
be made in the Record of Decison. Members of the internal scoping team should
be in positions of authority such that they can speak for the DOE Program Office
that they represent.

Criterion 2: Personnel Training and Qualifications

The SC HQ NCO will be a quaified environmenta and NEPA professional by
background and experience. The NCO will attend and actively participate in the
DOE NCO mesetings sponsored by EH. This is done in order to obtain current
information and training and then to digtribute relevant information to the SC
Program Offices and field elements, as appropriate. Other NEPA-related and
environmental training opportunities are available to the NCO through the SC and
DOE training programs.

The SC HQ senior managers, supervisors, program managers, and other HQ taff
have been and will continue to be provided NEPA and environmental compliance
training courses organized by the SC HQ NCO. Such periodic awareness and
update of training will continue, as needed and as appropriate. The SC Program
Office NEPA Contacts and any current NEPA Document Managers are included on
the EH digtribution list to receive guidance materias and invitations to DOE NEPA
community meetings and training sessons.  Under the requirements in Section
5(d)(9) of DOE Order 451.1B, the SC HQ NCO is responsble for coordinating
NEPA training for SC HQ. The NCO's function aso includes interpreting NEPA
requirements, procedures, and guidance for SC and enabling their understanding by
SC managers and staff. This, also, isaform of training and teaching NEPA.

The SC HQ NCO will ensure that SC HQ personnd are capable of performing their
NEPA process responshbilities by providing an infrastructure and continuous
improvement program of NEPA materias, process tools, procedures, guidance,
information, lessons learned, assessment, and training.  This may include periodic
SC NEPA Workshops smilar to those held since 1991 in conjunction with the
Semiannua ES&H Coordination Meetings sponsored by SC-80. The SC "Training
Needs Survey in NEPA Implementation” (Ref. 11) addressed specific needs of SC
throughout the organization. Thistool may be revisited periodically as appropriate.

21



This infragtructure will be designed to promote higher levels of qudity in SC's
NEPA products and services related to the decisons under review at SC HQ.

Criterion 3: Quality Improvement

SC will continue to encourage its employees to improve NEPA's products and
services. SC will continue to monitor, detect and prevent quality problems in the
EIS process and to ensure continuous improvement in support of qudity decision
making. This may include the sharing of the SC NCO's Lessons Learned Report to
EH, as well asthe NDM’s Lessons Learned Report, as appropriate, at the end of
each NEPA document process. The NCO aso may facilitate periodic meetings
between former NDMs and new NDMs to enable the sharing of helpful
information, at the appropriate times. In addition, SC will continue to utilize NEPA
Workshops and seminars as a means to focus on continuous improvement,
successes, problem solving, and issue resolution.

SC used the lessons learned approach during the development of the “Nationa
Environmental Policy Act Document Manager Guidance” (Appendix B). The SC
NCO with Chicago, Richland and Oakland NCOs, combined historic knowledge of
DOE s NEPA process to devel op this guidance.

The EH "Green Book” and other guidance contained in the DOE NEPA
Compliance Guide and on the DOE NEPA Web page (www.eh.doe.gov/nepal) will
be used in the preparation and review of EISs a SC HQ. The interna scoping of
SC EISs will be used to ensure that the documents and the NEPA process are
focused on the proper issues and will be completed in a timely manner to support
decisonrmaking. The SC NDM (in consultation with the SC HQ NCO) will
coordinate the concurrent review of draft EI Ss and associated NEPA documentation
by individuals and organizations with the proper expertise to ensure document
qudity and to make certain that the best interests of SC and the Department are
being considered. This will include the DOE Office of General Counsdl (GC-51)
and EH. This concurrent review will be coordinated as much as possible through
the use of dectronic mail for transfer of documents and comments.

The SC infrastructure for quaity improvement in the EIS includes encouraging
individuals and organizations to examine their work processes and make
suggestions for quality improvement, so that the process becomes timely and
efficient and leads to pogtive results.  This process quality improvement is
supported by an infrastructure of eectronic communications, training, regular
workshops, lessons learned analyses, and guidance and procedures that bridge SC
programs and provide for consistency across SC. SC employees are encouraged to
examine their NEPA work and to make suggestions for improving SC's 'NEPA
products and services. As aresearch community, SC will endeavor to be on the
‘cutting edge of innovative approaches to implementing NEPA and al needed
environmenta protection programs. SC’s past problems and successesin the NEPA
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process provide opportunities for learning and for improvement, just as do problems
and successes in the scientific research process. SC welcomes suggestions and
innovative ways to improve qudity, efficiency, and the effectiveness of
environmental protection as part of the scientific mission.

Criterion 4. Documents and Records.

An adminigtrative record is required for each EIS prepared by DOE. The SC HQ
NDM will be responsible for development, control and maintenance of the record.
In generd, the adminigtrative record will consst of al documents (hard copies,
electronic files, overhead dides, pictures, public/stakeholder comments, transcripts
of public meetings, other documents or records) relied upon in preparing the EIS, as
well as those that were consdered by the decison maker in arriving at any
decisons. The administrative record documents DOE’s consideration of al
relevant and reasonable factors and should include evidence of diverging opinions
and criticisms of the proposed action and its reasonable aternatives, where they
may exist. Overdl, it should document that DOE took the “hard look” at the
proposed action and its reasonable aternatives that is required by law (Ref. 12).
Federa agency decisions under NEPA are subject to judicia review, and a well
developed adminigtrative record provides protection againgt a lawsuit that could
chalenge DOE's decisons and its decison making process, and thus have far-
reaching effects on proposed projects or programs. The administrative record also
demonstrates that DOE followed the proper process in complying with NEPA's
procedura provisons. Where there may be questions on aspects of the
administrative record, the SC HQ NCO should be consulted.

6.2 Performance

Criterion 5: Work Processes

The EISs used to support SC HQ decision-making will be prepared, reviewed,
approved, and issued according to DOE and SC policies, procedures and
requirements. The SC HQ EIS management process will be as summarized under
this criterion, which congtitutes one means of quality control.

The general requirements for the content of an EIS and its public process that are to
be followed are found in the CEQ regulations at 40 CFR 1502 and in DOE’s NEPA
regulations at 10 CFR 1021.300. The compilation of DOE’s process, procedures,
requirements, and guidance for preparation of EISs and conduct of the NEPA
process in generd is contained in the DOE NEPA Compliance Guide, Volumes |
and Il. This Guide should be consulted throughout the management of the EIS
process. The specific steps and milestones in the SC HQ EIS document
management process that should be followed are summarized below. The order in
which these work process elements occur may vary, depending on the management
decisons on conducting the process. Following the text, there is a summary chart
that describes the actions and responsible parties involved in the process.
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a. Determination to Prepare an EIS - The DOE NEPA regulations, a 10
CFR 1021.200(b), stipulate that:

“DOE shall begin its NEPA review as soon as possible after
the time that DOE proposes an action or is presented with a
proposd.”

It is the responsibility of the SC Program Associate Director's (PAD) Office in
coordination with the SC NCO to determine if the proposed project, research
initiative, or action islisted in Appendix D to Subpart D of 10 CFR 1021 — Classes
of Actionsthat Normally Require EISs, and then to advise SC-1 accordingly.

If the proposed action is not listed in the classes of actions that require an EIS, then
SC will make a*“non-Subpart D” determination that an EIS will be prepared. This
should be based on whether the proposal isamgor federa action and whether there
may be potentidly significant impacts from the project or action. The CEQ
regulations can be used as guidance in deciding on whether to prepare such an EIS.
The proposed project will be compared with the definitions and explanations in the
regulations for what congtitutes a “major federal action” (section 1508.18 of the
CEQ regulations) and what constitutes a potentidly “sgnificant” impact (section
1508.27).

Once the PAD’s office and NCO have decided that an EIS is the proper course of
action, the PAD will take the lead to prepare a determination memorandum for
signature of SC-1. The memorandum will be addressed back to the responsible SC
Associate Director whose project will be the subject of the EIS. Once signed, the
memorandum will be distributed to dl interested and affected SC and DOE
stakeholder organizations and individuals.

Examplesof SC's NEPA Determinations are in Appendix C.

b. Designation _of a NEPA Document Manager — SC-1 has the
responsibility under the DOE NEPA Order 451.1B to designate a NEPA Document
Manager (NDM) for each EIS. The NDM normdly an Associate Director’s Staff
Member can be identified in the SC-1 determination memorandum. An example of
an NDM Designation Memo can be found in Appendix B.

C. Development of an EIS Schedule — A draft EIS NEPA schedule will be
prepared by the NDM, in coordination with the SC Program Manager. The planned
milestone dates will be provided to the SC HQ NCO for tracking the progress of
each EIS. The NCO can assist the NDM and Program Manager in developing the
ElS schedule.

In setting the schedule, the NDM should keep in mind that the DOE NEPA
regulations, at 10 CFR 1021.210(b), stipulate that:
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“DOE shall complete its NEPA review before making a decision on the proposal
(e.g., normdly in advance of, and for use in reaching, a decison to proceed with
detailed design)...”

The EIS schedule, therefore, must be integrated with the overdl project schedule so
that the EIS process is completed prior to initiation of detailed design and any long-
lead procurement activities that would prgjudice the anadysis and selection of
dternatives contained in the EIS. In DOE terms, this means that the EI'S should be
completed prior to CD-2 in the project management process. Integrating the EIS
schedule with the project schedule aso will alow the NDM and the SC Project
Manager to control both schedules. It also will better enable this environmental
planning document to influence the project postively, while staying off of the
project’s critical path and thus not impacting the project schedule.

Consult the NEPA Document Managers Guidance (Appendix B) for information of
the time requirements for various aspects of the public process for EISs. These
mandatory public involvement time frames need to be built into the EIS schedule.

d. Formation of an EIS Preparation Team - A decision should be made
early in the process concerning the formation of a team to prepare the Draft EIS.
Early formation of ateam enables its team members or leaders to be involved in (or
at minimum to observe) the interna discussions on the scope of the EIS during
preparation of the NOI, and/or the conduct of public scoping. If the preparation
team observes the public scoping process and understands the public’s concerns,
then the team will bein abetter position to address the concernsin the Draft EIS.

The EIS can be prepared by ateam of DOE federa staff or by ateam of contractor
specidists. The use of a contractor team typicaly has been the method for
preparation of DOE EISs. Criterion 7 of this Section discusses the procuring of a
contract team, which is the responsibility of the sponsoring AD office. The EIS
preparation team reports to the NDM.

e Preparation of a Notice of Intent— A Notice of Intent (NOI) to Prepare an
ElIS needs to be published in the Federal Register. The early draft of an NOI can be
the vehicle to initiate internal DOE planning on the scope and content of the EIS.
This process is cdled “internal scoping” and is discussed in the subsection below.
The NOI must be published in the Federal Register as soon as practicable after a
decison is made to prepare an EIS.

SC has the responsibility to draft the NOI and to coordinate its review and approva
within DOE. The DOE NEPA Order 451.1B stipulates that NOI s are approved and
issued by EH-1. The SC NDM and PAD gtaff, in consultation with the SC NCO,
should draft the NOI. As dated in the CEQ regulations a 40 CFR 1508.22, the
NOI will:
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Briefly describe the proposed action and possible dternatives,

Describe the agency’ s proposed public scoping process including when and
where any public scoping meetings will be held,

State the name and address of a person within SC who can answer
questions about the proposed action and the environmental impact
satement.

These are the minimum requirements for the content of an NOI for a DOE
proposa. Typically, a DOE NOI will contain the following additiona types of
information about the proposed project and the NEPA process.

A summary,

Information on the dates, times and places for public scoping meetings,
An agency contact for further information,

Background on the project or initiative being proposed,

Purpose and need for the action,

A prdiminary list of aternatives, including the proposed action,

A prdiminary list of issues expected to be addressed in the EIS,

Other NEPA documents that are related to the this EIS,

A preiminary EIS schedule.

When the NOI has been drafted and dl parties are satisfied with its content, it will
be transmitted formally from SC-1 to EH-1 for signature. The fina version of the
NOI formdly is sgned and approved by EH-1 for publication in the Federal
Register. EH will consult with the Office of Genera Counsel and secure a GC
concurrence prior to transmitting the NOI to the Federal Register for publication.
EH and GC, asinterna stakeholdersin the EIS process, will participate throughout
the internal scoping and NOI development process.

The NOI becomes SC's and DOE' s statement on what the agency believesthe EIS
should be about and what the agency proposes to anadyze in the EIS. The NOI is
the document that also initiates the public’s involvement in the design of the EIS
process. Thisinitial involvement is called “public scoping” and is discussed in the
subsection below.
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Conault Section 4 of DOE's publication, “Effective Public Participation Under the
Nationa Environmental Policy Act” (Second Edition, August 1998) for information
and suggestions concerning the development and content of an NOI. It can be
found at tab IV-1 of the DOE NEPA Compliance Guide (Val. I1). An example of
an SC NOI isincluded in Appendix C.

f. Conducting I nternal Scoping — Internal scoping is a collaborative process
of designing the scope and content of an EIS, and asssting in the development of
the schedule for its preparation. To the maximum extent practicd, the goal of
internal scoping should be to reach agreement among the internal DOE stakeholders
on the issues of concern and then to design the EIS to focus on the issues of concern
to decison making. Internal scoping under this Criterion 5 will be consistent with
the document and process "design” under Criterion 6 below, and with Criterion 7
below for inclusion of procured services in the internal scoping process. Additional
information and examples of documents prepared for use during internal scoping
are found in Appendix F.

Results of Interna Scoping: Interna scoping will be initiated and coordinated by
the SC NDM with assstance from the SC HQ NCO, and will include al
appropriate SC and DOE stakeholders. Thisinternad scoping should result in:

Devedopment of an NOI for publication in the Federal Register, and thus
agreements on the scope and content of the EIS, plus adesign for the public
process;

Agreement and understanding of the process to be followed for review and
gpprova of the EIS;

A schedule for the EIS process (or affirmation of the validity of e
schedule attached to the origina determination); aso

The likelihood that a Mitigation Action Plan may be necessary and placed
into the EIS schedule, as appropriate.

Internal scoping will consider the need for any Federal Register noticesin addition
to the Notice of Intent (i.e., floodplains/wetlands involvement,) that may be needed.
For dl of these notice procedures, the EIS schedule will need to be planned
accordingly. The NCO should be consulted for examples of all Federal Register
notices related to the EIS under consideration. Included in Appendix D are some
examples. All FR notices require consultation with and concurrence from the
Office of Generd Counsdl prior to publication.

An Officid DOE/EIS Number: As part of interna scoping, the NDM will contact
EH-42 and request a DOE/EIS number for the document under consideration. This
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can be done as part of the process of sending the draft NOI to EH for review and
gpproval.

0. Notification of the EIS Determination - Notification to the host
states/tribes of DOE’s intent to prepare an EIS will be made in a timely manner
following an SC-1 NEPA determination. If there will be a time delay between the
time SC-1 makes the EIS determination and the beginning of public scoping via
publication of an NOI, then letter notifications may be appropriate. This should be
done usudly within two weeks of the determination. The letters of notification will
be prepared by the NDM, and signed either by the NDM or the SC HQ NCO, with
concurrence from the sponsoring SC Program Office. If desirable, the letters could
be signed by an appropriate level of SC management. The current edition of the
DOE “Directory of Potential Stakeholders for Department of Energy Actions under
the Nationa Environmental Policy Act” (the EH "Y ellow Book™) should be used as
the source of officia host satel/tribe points of contact. The Y ellow Book is updated
periodicaly. In between updates, the NDM should check with the appropriate
Operations Office that would administer the proposed project under review,
regarding updates to the list of host state or tribal contacts to be notified. The DOE
Office of Public Affairs dso can provide assstance in identifying appropriate
contacts in the states and tribes. See Appendix E for example notification letters.

Ordinarily, publication of the NOI will provide adequate notice to states and tribes
that SC and DOE have determined to prepare an EIS. Additiona notification
regarding the holding of public scoping meetings will be necessary to fully inform
and involve the public. Consult the DOE NEPA Compliance Guide and its
“Effective Public Participation” guidance for assistance.

Examples of SC Tranamittal and Approval letters are found in Appendix E. In
addition, examples of fact sheets, newdetters and press releases used by SC are
found in Appendix G.

h. Conducting Public Scoping — The public'sinvolvement in the EI'S process
is formally initiated by publication of the NOI in the Federal Register. DOE
normally holds at least one public scoping meeting on its proposa to prepare an
EIS. The meeting should be held in the locality where the proposed action may
occur. For example, if SC is proposing to build and operate a new accelerator, a
public scoping meeting should be held in the community near the site of the
proposed project. If the EIS will evaluate several alternative sites for the project,
consideration should be given to holding public scoping meetings in the vicinity of
each dternative site. Consult the DOE “Effective Public Participation” guidance in
the NEPA Compliance Guide for the requirements for public scoping, as well as for
other suggestions.

Consder Severa Venues and Media for Public Scoping: The receipt of public
comments via severa media should be considered, such as through public mesetings,
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written comments, email, voice mail, and via an internet web ste.  Traditiondly,
public scoping meetings have been designed around the “presentationa” modd. In
this model, the federal agency makes aformal public statement and presentation on
the proposed action and the EIS review, and then takes forma public comments
made orally by the interested and affected public. Another good approach in public
meetings is the “didog” mode in which the DOE project proponents talk more
informally with the interested public in smaler groups than the public meeting.
This approach enables more direct contact with the public and facilitates the asking
of more questions. It also tends to be a better trust builder than the traditional public
meeting. To the degree that this is possible, both types of meetings should be
considered during public scoping.

Consult with the Operations Offices:. The public affairs specidists in DOE's
Operations Offices and at the National Laboratories can be of geat assstance in
advising on how to dialog with the local community stakeholders. They aso can be
of assgtance in arranging for loca public scoping meetings and for loca press
announcements and coverage.

Summarize the Results: Following the completion of the forma comment period of
the public scoping process, it is SC's responsibility to consider al of the comments
from the public and to revise the scope of the planned EIS accordingly. The public
scoping process and its results can be summarized in a separate document that

would assist in the revisions of the scope of the Draft EIS. If there is substantial

public interest in the EIS, and if there are numerous and significant public
comments on the scope of the document, then it may be worth consdering the
preparation of a separate comment-response document (CRD). The CRD should

summarize the public comments and provide DOE'’s responses that state how the
comments will be treated in defining the scope and content of the Draft EIS. The
CRD will state which comments are “out- of-scope” and will not be addressed in the
Draft EIS. The origind incoming comments (whether written, ora a the public
meetings, or email) will be included with the CRD as a matter of public record, for
the administrative record.

The public scoping process and its' results will be summarized in the Draft EIS.

I Preparation of the Draft EIS — Preparation of the Draft and Final EISs
will follow the regulations and the established guidance, as specified in Chapter 3 of
this QA Plan. The quality and adequacy of each EIS will be assured by preparing,
reviewing, and approving them againgt existing CEQ, DOE, EH, and SC guidance
and standards (as identified in Section 3.0 above of this QA Plan). Quality aso will
be built in up-front by initiating the EIS process early in project planning, and by
involving the appropriate persons and organizations in the preparation, review and
approval process.
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Preparation of the EIS will be accomplished under the management and direction of
the NDM, who should consult frequently with the SC HQ NCO. Frequent
communication among the NDM, the NCO, the EIS preparation team, EH and GC
will enable concerns and issues to be worked through in atimely manner. Consult
the NDM'’ s guidance contained in Appendix B for guidance on preparation of the
documents, use of teams, etc.

J. Concurrent Document Reviews - Concurrent internal DOE reviews of al
ElS-related documents will occur to the maximum extent possible. This gppliesto
preparation of both the Draft and Fina EISs. Concurrent reviews will promote
efficiency, save time, reduce delays, and enhance quality. Concurrent reviews will
be conducted to the extent practical on the early drafts of the documents, so that
quality and adequacy are ensured early in the process. The concurrent review will
be initiated and coordinated by the SC NDM, with assistance from the SC HQ
NCO, and will include al appropriate SC and DOE interna stakeholders. These
stakeholders include the following: the sponsoring SC HQ Program Offices; the
cognizant Operations Office, Area or Site Office; the Laboratory that would
conduct the proposed work; the Office of Genera Counsdl (GC-51); and the Office
of NEPA Policy and Compliance (EH-42). The use of an “Advisory and Review
Team” (seethe NDM guidance in Appendix B) through the EIS preparation process
will enable the NDM to keep al of the internal stakeholders informed on the
progress of the EIS and to solicit concurrent reviews of al documents a the
appropriate times.

K. Securing EIS Concurrences and Approvals — All DOE EISs, both draft
and final, are officially approved by the Assistant Secretary for Environment, Safety
and Hedth (EH-1), after concurrences by the EH Office of NEPA Policy and
Compliance (EH-42) and the Office of Generad counsd (GC-51). Some EIS may
need the gpprova of the Secretary of Energy. Typicdly, this has been for Site-
Wide and Programmatic EISs, and for EISs on proposed actions that have unusual
vishility, public interest, or the likelihood of controversy. Secretaria approva of
an EIS may add some time to the process of completing the document. EH must be
consulted early on the need or advisability of Secretarid approvas of the EIS so
that the timing can be included in the schedule.

SC considers the EIS preparation to be complete when the technical analyses are
finished and the document is judged to be of proper adequacy and qudlity by the
Advisory and Review Team. The EIS then is ready for forma transmittal to EH-1
from SC-1, with a request for approval to issue the EIS for public review (for a
Draft EIS) or for public information (for a Final EIS) prior to issuance of the
Record of Decison.

SC Concurrences - Each EIS prepared by SC HQ will receive the concurrence of
the appropriate SC Project or Program Manager, the Program Office ES&H
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Coordinator, the Program Associate Director, and the SC HQ NCO prior to
transmittal of the EIS to SC-1 for submittal to EH-1. The NDM and the AD’s
Program Manager should prepare the forma transmittal memorandum from SC-1
to EH-1. When the EIS reaches the SC front office, it will receive concurrence
from the SC Chief Operations Officer (SC-3) and the Deputy Director (SC-2).
Signature of the transmittal memo by SC-1 is the Director’'s concurrence and
approvd of the document.

GC Concurrence — Every EIS must receive a legd adequacy review and a
concurrence from the Office of General Counsdl prior to officia issuance for public
review by DOE. The Assstant Generad Counsd for Environment (GC-51) is the
organization involved. Normally, the concurrence by GC is secured by EH during
the EH approva process. As GC daff counsd is part of the Advisory and Review
Team, GC should be familiar with the document and the process and thus able to
advise GC-51 on concurrence in the document.

l. Digtribution_and Filing of Draft EISs — All DOE EISs are issued for
formal public review and comment (for Draft EISs) and for public information (for
Find EISs). The requirements for public involvement are contained in the CEQ
regulations a Part 1506.6. The requirements and specifications for inviting public
comments and for responding to comments are found in Part 1503 of the CEQ
regulations. Also see chapter 6 in DOE's “Mini-guidance from Lessons Learned
Quarterly Reports’ for guidance on digtribution of EISs, and for publishing EISs on
the DOE NEPA web site. DOE's “NEPA Document Electronic Publishing
Standard and Guiddines” also should be consulted.

Digtribution of Draft EISs- Once the Draft EISis gpproved for public review under
sgnature of EH-1, it needs to be distributed to al interested and affected persons
and organizations within DOE and to the affected persons and agencies outside of
DOE. The Draft EIS aso needs to be filed officially with the USEPA in arder to
begin the formal public comment period (Thisis discussed separately below).

DOE s internal process requires that the distribution (by mail) of the Draft EIS must
be completed before the Draft EIS can be filed with the USEPA. This means that
all of the draft EISs being distributed have been placed into the postal system. For
Draft ElSs being distributed to Congress, the DOE Office of Public Affairs usually
will assst with the physical transmittd of the documentsto “The Hill”.

It isnot unusud for several hundred EISs to be distributed to interested and affected
parties, thus the process for SC to get al of them into the mail system and enroute
to Congress can be laborious and time consuming. Draft EISs are distributed with
transmittal letters signed by various DOE officids, depending on the recipients.
Typicdly, the transmittal letters are sgned as shown below. Example letters are
contained in Appendix F.
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Assgtant Secretary for Environment, Safety and Hedlth (EH-1) signs letters
to: Members of Congress and congressional committees; governors of host
dtates, and American Indian tribes.

Director of the Office of NEPA Policy and Compliance (EH-42) signs
letters to: federa HQ agencies, mgjor nationa environmental organizations,
and the letter to the USEPA that transmits the EIS for officid filing.

Program Secretaria Officer (SC-1) signs letters to: federal regiona offices,
state and local government agencies; state and loca organizations; and local
public and community stakeholdersin the vicinity of the project or ste.

The SC Program Office should prepare these tranamittal letters, with assstance
from the SC NCO. Draft copies of the letters for EH-1 and EH-42 signatures
should be shared with EH ahead of time, so that the proper content can be
developed. Also, adraft distribution list of EIS recipients should be prepared and
shared with EH so that a complete list can be developed. Once the content and
format of the letters are agreed upon, and the distribution list is complete, SC needs
to produce a package of the letters, all on original DOE letterhead, for signature by
EH. It will help, dso, if dl of the letters are included on a computer disc, and
included with the package, in case any last minute changes are needed by EH.

Filing of the Draft EIS with the USEPA — It is required that al EISs be filed
officidly with the USEPA. Guidance on the filing requirements and procedures
can be found at tab 1V-3 of Val. 1 of the DOE NEPA Compliance Guide. Also, the
DOE “Directory of Potentid Stakeholders’ contains the mailing address for the
officid filing, as well as the address for hand-carried deliveries of EISs for officia
filing. This information is contained in the “Stakeholders’ section on federa
agencies, under the Environmental Protection Agency.

The USEPA requires five copies of draft and final EISsfor review and filing. It has
been the generd practice in DOE for the EISs to be hand carried to the USEPA at
the address below. Ddivery of the EISs to the USEPA is the responsibility of the
SC Program Office and can be done by the NEPA Document Manager or the
Program Manager. The SC NCO dso can be called upon for assistance.

Room 7228

Arid Rios Building

1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20044

The Arid Rios Building is a 20-30 minute walk, or a 10-minute cab ride, from the
DOE Forrestal Building. Hand-carrying of EISs to the USEPA for officia filing
has been the best and surest way to deliver the documents and to assure that they are
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received by the USEPA in a timely manner that fits with the SC schedule for the
proposed project.

When the five copies of an EIS are accepted by the USEPA, a receipt and filing
form will befilled out and signed by the SC person making the delivery. Be sureto
get a copy of thisform for the EIS administrative record. SC should provide a copy
of the form to EH-42, as evidence that the EIS has been filed.

Federal Register and Notice of Availability— The USEPA publishes alisting of dl
ElSs officidly filed. Thislistingis published by the USEPA in the Federal Register
each week, on Fridays, and condtitutes the official Notice of Availability (NOA)

that starts the public comment period. EISs must be received by the USEPA a
week before the officid listing and NOA are published. This means that the EIS
must be delivered to and received by the USEPA by Friday of one week in order to
be included in the FR listing on the following Friday. If the EIS is ddlivered to the
USEPA on a Monday, for example, the officia FR listing with the EIS will not be
published in the FR on the following Friday, but on a week from that Friday

(actually two work weeks from the delivery on Monday). If the timing of the NOA

iscrucid to the project schedule, the timing of the filing with the USEPA should be
consdered accordingly.

DOE aso requests that the EIS sponsor (SC) prepare a brief NOA for the DOE
NEPA web site. ThisNOA can be afew paragraphs that announce the availability
of the document. Consult the DOE NEPA Web Site for examples.

Copies of Draft EIS for EH and NEPA Web — When the Draft EIS is issued for
public review, copieswill be provided to EH-42 for its staff, corporate archives, and
for the NEPA web ste. Upon issuing the Draft EIS, the SC NCO should transmit
three paper copies, an dectronic file, and a completed NEPA Document
Certification and Transmittal Form to the EH Office of NEPA Policy and
Compliance. Consult the DOE “NEPA Document Electronic Publishing Standards
and Guidance’ for ingtructions and for a copy of the tranamittal form.

m. Enabling Public Involvement — Public involvement in the Draft EIS
process occurs in severa ways. Consult the DOE publication “Effective Public
Participation under the National Environmental Policy Act” for a summary of the
requirements and for suggestions. It can be found at tab 1V-1 in volume |l of the
DOE NEPA Compliance Guide. The process and venues used for the public
scoping of the EIS aso can be used to enable the public review and comment
process for the Draft EIS. Consult with the appropriate Operations Offices and with
the DOE Office of Public Affairs for assstance. Also, see Chapter 5 in DOE’s
“Mini-guidance Articles from Lessons Learned Quarterly Reports’ for guidance on

public participation.
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Forma Public Comment Period - All Draft EISs are issued for public comment for
a minimum of 45 cdendar days. The 45-day comment period begins with the
publication of the NOA by the USEPA. The length of the comment period should
be considered in the early planning of the NEPA process and should be factored
into the schedule for the EIS and for the proposed project as well. A longer
comment period should be considered for Draft EISs on proposed projects that are
especially complicated, where there are a number of aternative stes, or where
controversy is expected.

Public Medtings — The sponsoring Program Office in coordination with the
Operations Office responsible for the project are required to hold public meetings.
DOE typicadly holds public meetings on the Draft EISs in the vicinity of the
proposed project. There should be a waiting period of a least 15 days from the
publication of the NOA until the first meeting is held. This gives the public an
opportunity to read the Draft EIS and to gather information prior to atending the
meetings. If there are dternative Sites in locations removed from the location of the
proposal, meetings should be held at the aternative locations as well. If the
proposed action would involve activities a separate Stes or locations,
congderations should be given to holding meeting convenient to the public in al
such locations.

The public meetings are for the purpose of encouraging discusson and mutual
understanding of the NEPA process and the proposed action.  Some meetings may
be informal, off-the-record information exchanges between DOE and the public.
Other meetings may be structured more formally, including presentations by DOE
on the proposed action, as well as ora presentations by members of the public for
on-the-record statemernts.

The more traditional structured public meetings are useful for gathering formal
statements and comments from the public. These types of meeting, however, are
less hepful in fostering good communications, information exchange, and the
sharing of concerns regarding the proposed action. The DOE “Effective Public
Participation” guide contains suggestions on other formats for meeting with
interested parties in order to foster better communications and understanding.
Workshop and “dialog” models of communication sometimes can be more effective
than “presentationa” models in reducing the polarization between the parties,
reducing conflict and controversy, and in enhancing the effectiveness of public
meetings. These require up front planning and may add time to the public process.

The SC Office of Biologicad and Environmenta Research (SC-70) has been
researching new and innovative ways for scientists to communicate effectively with
the public. Consult with the SC NCO for contacts in SC-70 who can assist with and
advise on public involvement during a Draft EIS process on SC's scientific
programs and projects.
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Loca Noatifications and Press Releases — The availability of Draft EISs released for
public review must be made known to the local communitiesin the vicinity of SC's
proposed activities. Asloca communities may not aways know of the availability
of Draft EISs as announced in the Federa Regidter, local notifications should be
made to interested individuds, organizations and loca governmentd leaders. The
direct mailing of copies of the Draft EIS to such persons should be done, based on
knowledge of their interest (e.g., from the scoping process). For other citizens and
organizations, notification should be made through the use of local media. The
appropriate Operations Office and national |aboratory, as appropriate, can provide
advice and assistance in this regard. Also, the DOE Office of Public Affairs can
assg.

The SC program office should draft press rel eases announcing the availability of the
Draft EIS for review and comment, with assistance from the DOE Office of Public
Affairs. Normaly, Public Affairs will request that EH review any press release
related to the NEPA process. To expedite the completion of press releases, the SC
program office should coordinate the early drafts with staff from Public Affairs and
EH-42. Consult with the SC NCO for assstance in this regard.

Appendix G contains example press releases, fact sheets, and newdetters on EISs
and their public process.

n. Preparation of the Final EIS— Preparation of the Find EIS should follow
the regulations and the established guidance, as specified in Section 3.0 of this QA
Plan. Management of the Final EIS preparation process is very smilar to that
described for “Preparation of the Draft EIS’ above.

Managing the Receipt of Public Comments for the Adminigtrative Record — The
public may provide comments on Draft EISs to DOE in one or more of severa
ways. There will be ord comments, and possibly written statements, provided at
the public meetings. Comments aso may be provided by U.S. mail, over the
phone, by email, or over the internet. All of these venues need to be provided to
enable the public to participate in reviewing SC's Draft EISs. See chapter 5 of
DOE' s “Effective Public Participation” for suggestions on the array of mediato use
for involving the public and receiving comments. Also, see section 6.1.4, criterion
4, above on documents and records. The NEPA Document Manager is the person
primarily responsible for collating and maintaining the comments received by DOE
on the Draft EIS. They are part of the officia administrative record of the NEPA
process.

Public Comments & the Final EIS - Normally, comments will be received on
DOE's Draft EISs. Time should be provided in the EIS schedule for resolution of
the comments and for revising the Draft EIS and thus creating the Find EIS. The
comments received during public scoping hel ped to shape the scope and content of
the Draft EIS. Similarly, comments received on the Draft EIS help to revise the
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Draft EIS and thus shape the content of the Find EIS. Public comments received
on Draft EISs from host tates/tribes and the public must be addressed and resolved
in the Fina EIS, which may require that the Draft EIS be revised in response to the
comments. The CEQ regulations at section 1503.4 provide the regulatory guidance
on how an agency shall handle response to comments.

The Find EIS must complete the administrative record of the disposition of public
comments. All of the comments received on the Draft EIS (both written and oral
comments) should be included in a comment/response matrix. The matrix can be
included as an appendix to the Find EIS, or it can be produced as a stand adone
document that is referenced in the Fina EIS. Examples of Comment/Response
documentation can be found in Appendix H.

Find EIS Concurrence & Approva - EISs that are revised based on public
comments received will go through the SC concurrence process, leading to
transmittal of the document to EH-1 for approval and issuance, as was done for the
Draft EIS. If no comments are received, the EIS that was issued as a Draft for
public review may be the fina EIS presented to SC-1. This would need to be
discussed with EH and GC.

Didtribution & Filing - Once the Fina EIS is approved for issuance, the same
process is followed, as was done for the Draft EIS, for distribution to stakeholders
and for filing with the USEPA. A brief Notice of Availability (NOA) of the final
EISwill be provided in the Federal Register by the USEPA. An NOA needsto be
prepared for the DOE NEPA web Site, aswell.

0. Preparation of the Record of Decision — The CEQ regulations state that
one of the purposes of the NEPA process is to facilitate government decision
making. Section 1500.1 provides the following discussion on agency decisions and
NEPA:

“Ultimately, of course, it is not better documents but better decisons that count.
NEPA'’s purpose is not to generate paperwork — even excellent paperwork — but to
foster excellent action. The NEPA process is intended to help public officials make
decisions that are based on understanding of environmental consequences.”

Writing and Approva of a Record of Decision - The decisions coming out of the
NEPA process are required to be formalized and to be published in a public Record
of Decison (ROD). Part 1505.2 of the CEQ regulations specifies the scope and
content of the ROD. Additiondly, the ROD should address any comments that
may have been received on the Fina EIS during the 30-day period following
publication of the NOA for the Find EIS. The SC program office, with input and
assistance from the NEPA Document Manager and the SC NCO, should prepare
the ROD. During its drafting, the ROD should be provided to any affected DOE
Program Offices or Operations Offices for review and comment. The draft ROD
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also should be provided to the internal stakeholders who have asssted the EIS
process since interna scooping.

DOE’ s RODs normally are approved and signed by the Program Secretaria Officer
(PSO), in this case the Director of the Office of Science (SC-1). DOE’s process
requires that the ROD receive concurrence by EH-1 (for environmental content)
and by GC (for lega sufficiency), prior to being signed by SC-1. EH and GC staff
could be involved in reviewing early drafts of the ROD, thus facilitating the formal
concurrences later. Some RODs may need to be approved and signed by the
Secretary of Energy, rather than the PSO. Such cases may revolve around the
vighility of the proposed action, public interest in it, or the likelihood of
controversy. If the Draft and Final EISs required Secretarid approval, rather than
EH-1, it islikely that the ROD may need to be approved by the Secretary. EH will
advise on this. Examples of an SC ROD and the approval transmittals are found in

Appendix I.

Timing of ROD in Relation to Find EIS — Part 1506.10 of the CEQ regulations
dtipulates the timing of the ROD. Approval of the ROD must wait at least 30 days
from publication of the NOA for thefinal EIS. This 30-day waiting period provides
an opportunity for the public to read and understand the Find EIS prior to an
agency making decisons based on or supported by the EIS, and announcing the
decisions in the published ROD. This 30-day period should be planned into both
the EI'S schedule and the project schedule.

Publication of the ROD - DOE publishes its RODs as a Federal Register notice,
samilar to the Notice of Intent. Asnoted above, the ROD cannot be published in the
FRfor at least 30 days following the NOA for the Fina EIS. The notice should be
provided to the FR office in GC on a computer disc. It is, therefore, the electronic
verson of the hard copy of the ROD that was signed by the Program Secretarid
Officer (SC-1).

The ROD aso can be provided to the public on the DOE NEPA web dte. Follow
the instructions in the EH “NEPA Document Electronic Publishing Standards and
Guiddines’ for providing the eectronic verson of the ROD to EH for the web site.

p. Availability of FEIS and ROD - The availability of the Fina EIS released
for public information should be made known to the loca communities in the
vicinity of SC's proposed activities. The procedures noted above for providing the
availability of the Draft EIS to the public can be followed to do the same for the
Find EIS, and for the ROD.

Q. Copies of Final EIS and ROD for EH and the Web Site - When the
Fina EIS is issued for public review, copies should be provided to EH-42 for its
staff, corporate archives, and for the NEPA web ste. Upon issuing the Find EIS
and the ROD, the SC NEPA Compliance Officer should transmit three paper
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copies, an dectronic file, and a completed NEPA Document Certification and
Transmittal Form to the EH Office of NEPA Policy and Compliance. Consult the
DOE “NEPA Document Electronic Publishing Standards and Guidance” for
ingtructions and for a copy of the trangmittal form.

Consult the EH guidance, “ Distributing a Record of Decision Makes Sense,” (Mini-
guidance articles) for suggestions on providing copies of the published ROD to
interested parties.

r. Completion of LL Questionnaire on the NEPA Web Ste — At the
completion of the EIS process, the NEPA Document Manager and the NEPA
Compliance Officer are requested to complete alessons learned questionnaire on
the DOE NEPA web site. This will enable the lessons and experiences from this
ElSinitiative by SC to be applied across the DOE complex for future EISs, and will
endble EH to track the progress and effectiveness of DOE'S continuous
improvement in it NEPA program.
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Action (Stepsin the
Process)

Responsibility

a. Determination to Prepare
and EIS

PAD Office, SC-1, with assistance from NCO

b. Designation of NEPA
Document Manager

SC-1

c. Development of EIS
Schedule

NDM, SC PM, with assistance from the NCO

d. Formation of the EIS
Preparation Team

NDM, PAD, SC PM, DOE Contracts personnel

e. Preparation of Notice of
I ntent

NDM, SC PM, PAD, NCO, SC-1, EH-1

f. Conducting Internal
Scoping

NDM, SC PM, NCO, EIS Writing Team, other
internal stakeholders as needed.

g. Notification of the EIS
Determination

NDM, PAD, with assistance from NCO

h. Conducting Public Scoping

NDM, SC PM, NCO, EIS Writing Team

i. Preparation of the draft EIS

NDM, EIS Writing Team, NCO

j. Concurrent Documert
Reviews

NDM, NCO, PAD, SC PM, Operations Office,
EH, GC and other interna stakeholders, as
needed.

K. Securing EIS
Concurrences and Approvals

NDM secures concurrences. SC PM, PAD,
SC-3, 2, 1, GC-51, EH-42, EH-1 are involved
in the process.

|. Digtribution and Filing of
Draft EIS and its' availability

NDM, SC PM, NCO, EH-42

m. Enabling Public
I nvolvement

SC Program Office, Public Affairs

n. Preparation of Final EIS

NDM, EIS Writing Team, NCO

0. Preparation and Approval
of the ROD

SC PM, NDM, NCO, SC-1, EH-1, GC

p. Availability of FEIS and
ROD

NDM, SC PM, NCO

g. Copiesof Fina EISand NDM, NCO
ROD for EH and Website
r. Completion of Lessons NDM, NCO

Learned Questionnaire

Table 6-1. EIS Management Responsibility Summary Chart
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Criterion 6: Design

"Deggn”, for the purposes of this QA Plan, refers to the design of SC's EIS
documents (i.e., their scope and content) and the process to prepare, review, and
approve them. This design then leads to the outputs of quaity decision-making,
proper public involvement, and environmental stewardship. The EIS and process
design will be based on the established NEPA policies, requirements, guidance and
procedures accepted by DOE and SC and reflected in this QA Plan. Sound
principles of reason and issue identification will be utilized during the internal
scoping process to establish the design of the EIS and its schedule of milestones.

A “diding scde’ (or graded approach) will be used, as appropriate, in the EIS
design and in the rigor of the review and gpprova process. The design of the
document scope and schedule will be "risk based" and consider the legdl risksto the
Department and the risks to environment and to the hedlth and safety of workers
and the public. Regardless of how the diding scale is used, every SC EIS will
provide clear information to DOE decision makers and their stakeholders. The EIS
must show that SC took the “hard look” at the proposed action(s) and dternativesin
terms of the analysis of environmental consequences. The internal stakeholders
will finalize the EIS and process designs as soon as possible following the EIS
determination. Changes in final designs (during the process implementation)
occasionally may be necessary. The internal stakeholders will justify and approve
the designsin atimely manner. The NDM, in consultation with the SC HQ NCO,
will coordinate this internal scoping and design process, and assure that "design”
under this Criterion 6 is consistent with interna scoping under Criterion 5 above.

Example EIS designs and process experiences from previous SC ElSs are found in
the summaries provided in the SC Annotated NEPA Bibliography (SC NCO
Comm. 92-07). These may serve as examples of "verified" or "completed” designs
that have been through the DOE review and approval process, including state/tribal

coordination and public review. Use of this information as lessons learned may

positively influence the process and its outcomes. To achieve qudity in its EIS
products and services, SC will take into account the schedule of the EIS process.

The use of adiding scale or graded approach in the design, review, and approva of
ElSswill permit SC to place and use resources where they are most needed.

Criterion 7: Procurement

SC will ensure that purchased or supplied services and technica assistance for
preparation of EISs and EIS-related documents and processes meet expectations.
SC will ensure that suppliers are qualified to perform the required services, and that
sufficient supplier resources are available to implement and complete the tasks. SC
will ensure that such suppliers (i.e., contractors and al EIS authors) are provided
with al of the necessary "tools" of guidance, procedures, rules, and requirements to
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adequately prepare and supply quality EISs. Suppliers will be involved as early as
possible in the EIS design, ideally as part of the EIS internal scoping process (as per
Criteria 5 and 6 above). Supplier performance will be monitored periodicaly to
ensure that quality service and acceptable deliverables continue to be supplied.
Suppliers will be involved in the SC evauation of their products to the extent

possible.

If contractor support is needed for preparation of an EIS, securing such support will
be the responsbility of the sponsoring SC Rogram Office. The NDM should
coordinate the procurement request with the Program Office and the SC Grants and
Contracts Divison, as agppropriate. Example statements of work for NEPA
document preparation are contained in the DOE document “A Brief Guide
Department of Energy-wide Contracts for Nationd Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) Documentation.” It aso contains guidance for procuring contractor
assistance through the DOE-wide contract mechanism. It can be found on the DOE
NEPA web ste. A sponsoring SC Program Office may use this contracting vehicle,
hire a contractor separately, or charter a team of DOE federd employees for
preparation of aNEPA document.

To achieve qudlity in its EIS products and services, SC will take into account
resource congderations, cost and schedule. At the completion of an EIS effort, the
NDM and the NCO are encouraged to complete one of the DOE lessons learned
surveys that are found on the DOE NEPA web site under the category of “DOE
NEPA Process Information.” Also, the NDM is encouraged to complete a “DOE
NEPA Contractor Performance Evauation” form if the DOE-wide contracting
mechanism was used in preparation of the EIS. This form can be found in the
“Brief Guide” cited above.

Criterion 8: Inspection and Testing

Inspection in the context of the DOE EIS process includes both internd and
external (public stakeholders) reviews for adequacy, accuracy and ensuring the
“hard look” has teken place. Criterions 1-7 have outlined when internd
“ingpection” is suggested and when both internal and externa “inspection” is
required by regulation. When the final EIS is issued and the ROD has been
completed without a chalenge from the public, then the EIS has “acceptance’.
When public involvement has been successful and quality decisons have been
made, the EIS process will have passed the “ingpection and testing.”

6.3 Assessment

Criterion 9: Management Assessment

The SC HQ NCO will serve as the representative of SC management for the
purposes of performing assessments of the adequacy and qudity of the EIS
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program and its effective implementation. This assessment function will be
conducted partly on conformance to requirements, standards or procedures.
Assessment will focus on whether SC is effectively using the support of the services
provided by the EIS and NEPA processes in the conduct of its research misson.

The assessments will identify, correct, and prevent problems that could hinder the
achievement by SC of quality decison-making and environmental stewardship via
the EIS and NEPA processes.

Additionally, the NDM and the NCO at the end of the NEPA process will complete
a Lessons Learned survey for each EIS. The survey can be found on the DOE
NEPA web gte. It will serve to provide input to this management assessment
initiative. Also, this QA Plan will be revisited and assessed periodically in order to
maintain its relevance in assuring quality EISs and their NEPA process. Lessons
learned will be fed back into continuous improvement of this QA Plan.

Management assessments of the EIS program will provide feedback on the
performance of the system and offer opportunities for quality improvement. The
assessment will identify, correct, and prevent management problems (in using
NEPA) that hinder achievement of SC's objectives. It will focus on broad
categories of issues to determine the effectiveness of the integrated management
system. Thisispart of SC's proactive approach to problem prevention.

Criterion 10. Independent Assessment.

Independent assessment of the SC EIS process will come from the independent
oversight and the document/process reviews provided by GC, EH, and other DOE
stakeholders. The host stateftribal reviews and the public reviews of SC's EISsand
related documents will provide an additiona independent assessment of the
documents and the process on a more continuing bass. The input from all
independent sources will be received by SC as meaningful feedback and used to
correct deficiencies and improve quality and effectiveness in the EIS process and
this QA Plan.

I ndependent assessments of the EI'S process and its outcomes will provide feedback
on the performance of the system and offer opportunities for quality improvement.
These independent inputs will be from internal and externa customers and
stakeholders.
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/. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENTS AND QUALITY
DECISIONS

The CEQ regulations gtate [in Part 1500.1(c)] that ultimately it is better decisions
that count and not excellent paperwork. Better decisions (in the CEQ sense) would
occur from emphasizing results and excellent action rather than emphasizing better
documents and excellent paperwork. Using the criteria for quality decisons
developed during the 1994 Office of Energy Research (now SC) NEPA Workshop
(Ref. 13), SC interprets quality decisions (in the CEQ sense) to be those that would:

Be based on the best avallable information and an understanding of
environmenta consequences [Using Criteria 5, 6 above];

Be based on red choices among red dternatives, early in project planning
and design [Criteria 1, 5, 6]; and

Include benefit from public involvement [Criteria 5, 8, 10];

Quality decisons from the SC decision maker's perspective would have the above
three components, and they would:

Be made in an efficient, cost effective, and timely manner [Criteria 1, 5, 6,
7]; and

Achieve the DOE and SC decision maker's purpose and need [Criterion 9].
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DOE F 1325.8
4/93)

United States Government ; Department of Energy

memorandum

DATE:

REPLY TO
ATTN OF:

SUBJECT:

TO:

Oak Ridge Operations

December 17, 1996

ER-111:Wilfert

NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (NEPA) DOCUMENT MANAGER FOR
THE NATIONAL SPALLATION NEUTRON SOURCE (NSNS) PROJECT

David K. Wilfert, Acting NSNS Project Manager, Program Coordination Division, ER-111

References:
1. Secretarial Policy on National Environmental Policy Act, June 1994,

2. Director, Office of Energy Research determination to prepare an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the NSNS, February 6, 1995.

3. ORO Manager's delegation of authority for designating NEPA Document Managers,
August 29, 1994

You are designated the NEPA Document Manager for preparation of an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the NSNS project. Responsibilities of this assignment are identified in the
June 1994 Secretarial Policy (Reference 1), and include:

+  Considering innovative measures to reduce NEPA process time.

+  Requesting (as needed) reasonable variances to Department NEPA regulations.

- Elevating any internal Departmental disputes for prompt resolution.

»  Evaluating contractor performance for NEPA document preparation.

- Providing "feedback" to the Office of Environment, Safety, and Health on lessons learned

during NEPA process implementation,

You should work closely with the OR(Q) NEPA Compliance Officer (Patty Phillips) in carrying out
this assignment. Please keep me informed of your plans and progress.

Assistant Manag,
for Laboratories

e
cc:
M. Kass, ER-111, ORO
P. Gross, SE-32, ORO
I. Thomas, ER-10, HQ/GTN
C. Hickey, ER-8, HQ/GTN

Appendix B



DATE

REPLY TO

SUBJECT

TO

Distribution:

October 31, 1997

Michael D. Holland, BHG

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

MEMORANDUM

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE HIGH FLUX
BEAM REACTOR (HFBR) TRANSITION PROJECT

See Distribution

Nand K. Narain, Ph.D, of the Brookhaven Group, will be the Document Manager for
the HFBR Environmental Impact Statement. Dr. Narain has extensive experience in
project management and environmental documentation,

Nand can be reached by phone at (516) 344-5435, or by e-mail at narain@bnl.gov.

D. Helms, BHG

J. Arthur, BHG
Desmarais, BHG
Granzen, BHG

1. Atney, BHG

T. Lash, NE, FORS
R. Hunter, NE, FORS
R. Lange, NE, GTN
T. O’Connor, NE, GTN
R. Sharma, NE, GTN
M. Krebs, ER, FORS
J. Decker, ER, FORS
J. Wooley, ER, FORS
M. Johnson, ER, GTN
S. Staten, ER, GTN

K.
W.
R.
G.

“m. i/ﬂ/mu,%

Michael D. Holland, Project Manager
HFBR Transition Project

C. Hickey, ER, GTN

S. Goel, ER, GTN

P. Dehmer, ER, GTN

I. Thomas, ER, GTN
M. Urie, GC, FORS

C. Borgstrom, EH, FORS
S. L. Jessee, EH, FORS
J. Kennedy, CH

M. Flannigan, CH

S. White, CH

W. Gunther, BNL

A. Queirolo, BNL

D. Ports, BNL

T. Sperry, BNL
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National Environmental Policy Act
Document Manager s Guidance

Prepared by the
U.S. Department of Ener gy
Office of Science
And
Chicago Oper ations Office

May 31, 2000




INTRODUCTION

This guidance will help the NEPA Document Manager (NDM) perform his or her duties.
The roles and responsibilities of the NDM are described in DOE Order 451.1A and this
guidance provides additional information to help the NDM implement those roles and
responsibilities. The guidance is based on lessons learned from management experience.
No attempt is made to address the content of the NEPA documents, thisis well presented
in numerous DOE and CEQ guidance. This guidance is applicable to both smple and
complex documents and assumes a basic familiarity with the DOE NEPA Compliance
Guide (Volumes 1 and 2) as well as basic project management principles.

The roles and responsibilities of the NDM as listed in DOE Order 451.1A are:

1. Establish ateam, representing all necessary DOE Elements to plan, assist in
preparing, and concurrently review documents.

2. Conduct an early internal scoping process.

3. Maintain tracking systems to monitor costs of and adherence to the schedule for the
NEPA process.

4. Manage the document preparation process, including reviewing internal drafts for
technical adequacy, controlling costs, and maintaining schedule.

5. Encourage and facilitate public participation throughout the NEPA process.

6. Evauate upon completion of the environmental impact statement (EIS) or
environmental assessment (EA), any support contractor’ s performance for timeliness,
quality, cost-effectiveness, responsiveness, and application of requirements and
guidance.

7. Report to the Office of NEPA Policy and Assistance on lessons learned after
completing the EIS or EA.

These highlight the NDM’s major focus areas in managing the NEPA process from
initiation through approval of the final document to completion of the lessons-learned
report. Functionally the NDM is charged with accomplishing all elements of the objective
(scope-of-work), in afinite time frame (schedule), and within financia constraints
(budget). Therefore, conceptually, thisis no different from managing other projects.

Another role not specifically expressed, but is a primary element of the NDMs rolein the
NEPA process is that of a liaison between the various "players' involved in the NEPA
process. The following table defines the "players’ and their roles in the process.
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NEPA Players

Roles and Responsibilities

DOE NEPA Compliance Officer (NCO)

A source of general NEPA information
aswell as aresource person for dealing
with particular NEPA issues.
Provides QA/QC on the NEPA process
and on the NEPA document.

DOE Project Manager (DOE PM)

Responsible for the management of the
total project or "Proposed Action™" as
described in the NEPA document.
Responsible for the overall project
scope, cost, and schedule that may be
impacted by the NEPA process (cost
and schedule).

Advisory Review Team (ART)
Consists of al essential DOE elements
including, the NCO, appropriate
management, technical specialist, legal
counsel, and public relations.

Responsible for participation in internal
scoping, review of draft documents,
recommending changes to document
and informing their management as to
the status of the project.

Concurs on NEPA documents and
recommends concurrence and/or
approval to their management.

Document Preparation Team (DPT)
May consist of DOE, aswell as
contractor personnel.

Responsible for data collection,
writing, editing and making revisionsto
the NEPA document.

Contractors

May be used in the preparation of the
NEPA document. Roles and
responsibilities are provided in the
Contractor Reform Guidance (found in
the NEPA Compliance Guide), as well
as can be determined by the ART
during internal scoping.

May serve as Subject Matter Experts
for specialized analysis and reviews, as
needed.

Contractor DPT Project Manager

Responsible for delivering the
document in accordance with the
scope-of-work, on schedule, and within
budget

. NDM Guidance
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GETTING STARTED

NDM Appointment and Orientation

Once the decision has been made to prepare an EIS or an EA, the responsible Assistant
Secretary or Field Office Manager will appoint the NDM, frequently on the
recommendation of the NEPA Compliance Officer (NCO). A November 1998 guidance
memo, provided by the Office of NEPA Policy and Assistance, on the knowledge and
skills required of a NDM and the NEPA resources available can be found on the EH
NEPA Web Site (http//:www.tis.eh.doe.gov/nepa).

The NCO discusses the NEPA process with the NDM, asit is described in CEQ 40 CFR
1500-1508, DOE 10 CFR 1021, the DOE Secretarial Policy Statement, DOE Order
451.1A, and other applicable federal regulations or executive orders. These are contained
in DOE’s NEPA Compliance Guide. The NCO will ensure that the NDM is aware of the
current NEPA implementation procedures. Other discussion topics may include:

The action being proposed and possible aternatives, the purpose and need for the
document,

Whether other Agencies, Federal, state, local, or Indian tribes need to be included
as a cooperating or consulting agency, and

Composition of the Advisory and Review Team.

The NDM meets with the DOE PM who provides:

The projects overall schedule and the required document completion date, the
budget allocation, and

An estimate of management and administrative support accessibility, technical
staff availability, space and equipment to be provided.

Establishment of the Advisory and Review Team

An Advisory and Review Team (ART) should be established as early in the process as
possible. The Team functions as a combination board of directors and stakeholders to
ensure the successful completion of the document. The ART members will provide
concurrence on the documents and recommend concurrence by their management. For
an EA, the ART will be responsible for making a recommendation to the PSO on the
threshold determination on whether to issue a Finding of No Significant Impact or begin
the EIS process. ART meetings should be held on aregular basis to provide issue
resolution, coordination, technical guidance, and in-process review. One of the ART's
most important, and earliest, responsibilities is to participate in internal scoping. The
most experienced people possible are selected for the team. Cooperation with local DOE
and HQ managers ensures that their people will be available when needed. The team
includes:
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The NDM

The NCO

Project Manager, and others from the proposing organization, as needed.
Reviewing organizations such as EH and other Program Offices

Senior technical specialists (both DOE and contractor, if available)
General Counsel representative

Contractor PM (if already available)

Public Affairs representative (if needed)

Internal Scoping

Internal scoping refersto the process of designing the scope, content, and schedule of the
NEPA document. Internal scoping is conducted by the ART whose goal it isto gain
CONSeNnsus on iSsUes concerning:

the project decisions that would be supported by the NEPA process,
the proposed action,

the scope and contents of the NEPA document

the required depth of analysis (diding scale), and

the schedule of major milestones

The DOE Operations Offices are required to have a Quality Assurance Plan for
Environmental Assessments. This document provides additional important Operations
Office specific guidance concerning internal scoping procedures.

The first task of the ART during internal scoping is to review the purpose and need of the
proposed action, define the proposed action, and all alternatives that will be considered.
Early in the internal scoping process a determination is made regarding the sufficiency of
the information available from which an impact evaluation can be made. For example, if
the proposed action is the siting of a building, details must be available onthe location,
footprint, size, parking lots and other ancillary structures, building function, energy and
other resource requirements, anticipated emissions and other wastes, number of people to
be employed, noise generation, traffic potential, storm water management, and other
factors. Thisistrue for the aternatives aswell. Usually the amount of information
required for an impact analysis of a conventional construction project is contained in a
Title | or Preliminary Design. This includes design studies, alternate design approaches,
energy conservation evaluations, and analysis of health, safety, and environmental
aspects of the project.

Secondly, the ART makes a preliminary evaluation of the environmental parameters
included in the description of the affected environment. Thiswill be based on those
elements most likely to be impacted by the proposed action and alternatives and
conversely, will eliminate those with no likelihood of impact. For example, if the
proposal isto build aroad across the desert, it is probably not necessary to include much
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description of the water resources. This evaluation will aso identify those environmental
parameters that are of the most importance, or that require detailed analysis or special
treatment such as a floodplain/wetlands assessment.

A determination is made at this time on the probable availability of datato describe the
affected environment at the level of detail required. If new field data are required, asin a
pre-operational monitoring study, or if special studies are indicated, they will add cost
and may impact the schedule. NEPA documents requiring extensive new field data have
been known to cost an order of magnitude more than those with data easily available.
Special studies may also be required and should be identified at this time. They will need
to be completed so that their results can be extracted and incorporated into the impact
analysis. For example, if the proposed action has operations with a high accident risk
potential, an accident risk assessment may be required. The time required to complete a
hazard analysis, devel op accident scenarios, assess accident frequency and consequence,
and evaluate risk may delay the completion of the document unless started early.

The requirements and procedures for the internal review of preliminary draft and
preliminary final material are established after the schedule is considered. It is not
unusual for reviews, comment resolutions, and signature concurrence to take longer than
the writing and production of both draft and final documents. Considerations should
include the number of reviews expected, the times to be allotted, consolidation of
comments by organization, distribution of software containing standard forms, need for
formal response, and meetings for comment resolution with the reviewing organization.
Specia QA requirements are identified at this time.

The skeleton of a public participation plan or the public scoping processis drafted during
this meeting. Public participation in the NEPA process is specifically required in the
preparation of an EIS. Public scoping is explained in the Council on Environmental
Quality Regulations (10 CRF 1500-1508), as well as DOE's Implementing Regulations
(10 CFR 1021). The EA QA Plan (previously mentioned) also contains a Public
Participation Plan.

Public participation should be considered for EAs that may have public controversy. Just
as the range of alternatives and level of analysis may vary in NEPA documents,
depending upon the level of potential impacts, so should the range of public participation
opportunities. In applying this “diding scale" approach, the extent of opportunities
should increase as the potential for environmental impact increases. Even with relatively
insignificant environmental impacts, more participation opportunities should be provided
when there is substantial interest in or controversy regarding a proposed action. Emphasis
is placed on establishing a meaningful dialogue with the public and soliciting their
involvement rather than merely seeking information. Public planning aso includes
actively seeking the participation of minority and low-income populations.
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MANAGEMENT PLANNING

Defining the Work Scope

Each NEPA document project is broken down into manageable units. The organization of
these work elements provides a definition for the scope of work. The first step includes a
list of all major tasks that must be accomplished. For example, public participation, field
studies, special studies, preliminary draft documert, draft document, preliminary final,
and final document. The list contains major tasks required to take the project from the
beginning to the end. Each of these will have sub-tasks.

Public participation, for example, contains scoping as one of its subtasks. Each subtask
in turn will have a series of activity elements required for completion of its objective.
Using scoping as the subtask example, activities will include development of the public
scoping strategy, deciding on meeting locations, preparation of notices, advertisements,
information papers, meeting presentations, newd etter articles, exhibits, and possibly
establishing a 1-800 hot-line. The scoping meetings require logistical and coordination
support including arranging suitable facilities, transportation, setting up and breaking
down of display exhibits, providing information materials, and preparing a summary that
includes activities at local information meetings. The summary includes all comments,
guestions, and information requests that were collected.

Building the Work Breakdown Structure(WBS)

A common frame of reference is established for relating job tasks to each other and to
project costs and schedule. Activities associated with each subtask are placed in alogical
sequence, i.e. the order in which they must take place. Some of the activities will have to
be completed before the next can begin-usually because their product is needed to start
the next activity. Others may need input from preceding activities but can be started
before the preceding activities. Identification should also be made of activitiesin the
sequences that are not dependent on preceding activities so they can be performed in
paralel. Indication is made of where the activity product fits into the sequence. A logic
diagram is a very useful tool for this process. The result shows a network of tasks,
subtasks, and activities, demonstrating how they fit together, and identifying major
milestones.

Next, a hierarchical numerical designation is assigned to each of the tasks, subtasks, and
work activities to be scheduled and budgeted. For example:

1.0 Preparation of Draft EA
1.1 Public Participation
1.1.1 Scoping
1.1.1.1 Develop public scoping strategy
1.1.1.2 Identify and secure meeting locations
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1.1.1.3 Prepare public notices, advertisements, information papers,
and exhibits
1.1.1.4 Develop apublic comment and response tracking system

Limiting the breakdown to the fourth level, as above, an EIS could produce up to one
hundred WBS items. An EA doesn’t
necessarily require the development of a

Questions commonly raised are: “How much

WBS_” but it can be a useful tool for detail do | need to manage properly? If |
tracking the development of the continue and describe subactivities and then
document. The preferred level isthe sub-subactivities, will that level of detail provide
minimum needed to meaningfully track me with greater control and allow metodo a
the schedule and budget. better job?” Theresponseis, onceyou get

beyond a certain breakdown level, the
information valueis greatly diminished and the

A Work Breakdown Structure increased maintenance timerequired to update
Dictionary containing abrief description | thescheduleand budget far exceeds any control
of each WBS item is a valuable tool in advantage.

communicating with management and
staff about project activities.

Developing the Schedule

It is necessary to schedule and track individual tasks, even though the required end-date
for the NEPA document has been provided by the DOE PM. Thefirst step isto estimate
the length of time required to complete each individua work activity. Thisisdonein
consultation with the senior authors of the DPT (including contractors if applicable), and
the NCO since, in addition to contributing their experience on the complexity of the
technical tasks to the estimate, they can assist in determining the number of staff
required.

The length of time is dependent on staffing availability. A summation of the duration for
those activities that have to be completed before the next is started will provide the length
of time required to complete the subtask. Similarly, treating the subtasks in the same
manner, the summation of subtasks will provide the time required to complete the major
tasks. A roll-up of these timesin turn will provide an initial estimate of the total time to
complete the NEPA document. Be sure to include mandated times. The mandated times
include:

EIS requirements

= the 15 day duration between publication of the EIS NOI and initiation of
scoping meetings (10 CFR 1021.311)

= 30 or 45 day public scoping period (10 CFR 1021.311)

= No lessthan a45 day public/stakeholder comment period for the draft
document (10 CFR 1021.313)

= 30 day waiting period between issuance of the final document and publication
of the Record of Decision. (10 CFR 1021.315).
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EA requirements (10 CFR 1021.321 - 322)

= Depending on the complexity of or the issues surrounding the project a 30 or
45 day public scoping period may be necessary.

= 14 -30day state and tribal review. 30 day review for Proposed Finding of
No Significant Impact in the Federal Register.

It is wise to specify activities that have an uncertain duration. These are items that often
exceed the alotted times and are outside the control of the NDM, such as delivery of
review comments by other agencies. Most outside agency comments are received at the
very end of the comment period.

There is an unofficial Departmental goal of having the median time for the preparation of
an EIS be no longer than 15 months. If the total length of time to complete the document
is calculated to be unacceptably long, the NDM can either attempt to structure more
parallel activities, plan to initiate more activities prior to completion of predecessor
activities, or add additional staff effort to shorten the time. Once the NDM has confirmed
the duration, actual start and stop dates, or event milestones, can be assigned to each
activity. If, asaresult of the demands of the schedule, additional funds are needed it is
imperative that these issues are discussed with the DOE PM as soon as possible.

Controlling Cost

The NDM will likely be provided a budget for producing a NEPA document rather than
going through the exercise of developing the cost estimate. The budget will likely be
determined by comparing this effort with similar NEPA efforts and adjusting known
costs to account for differences. Even though the challenge for the NDM isto
meaningfully distribute the budget proportionately between tasks, rather than pricing out
each activity, as in the bottoms up approach, it is still essential to understand how such
estimates are made. Otherwise it will not be possible to judge contractor estimates,
evaluate cost profiles, or price changes in scope.

Total project cost is comprised of labor cost, other direct costs (ODCs) such as material,
travel, printing, copying and graphics, telephones, postage, and contingency. Labor is by
far the costliest item in a NEPA project.

At the planning phase there is always a limit on knowing all details to be encountered in
implementing a project. It is not unusual for added tasks or requirements to be introduced
late, or new data to come to light after the draft has been written. It is not possible to
accurately evaluate how many internal and external comments will be received, or how
much effort will be needed to resolve them. Consequently a portion of the budget should
not be committed but held back for the unforeseen, or contingency. This may represent
10-15% of the total.
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Staffing and Organization

The preparation of the NEPA document will be done by the Document Preparation Team
(DPT). Thefirst step in establishing the DPT is to identify the availability of DOE
personnel to staff the project and what support must be obtained through contractors. For
EAs, the DOE Management and Operations contractor frequently is the DPT and drafts
the document and presents it to DOE through the NDM. EISs must be prepared by an
entity with no financial or other interests inthe outcome of the project for which the EIS
is being prepared (40 CFR 1506.5).

The acquisition of contractor support is initiated by the NDM through the development of
a statement of work. Model Statements of Work can be found in the NEPA Contracting
Reform Guidance, known as the “Tan Book”, located in the NEPA Compliance Guide -
Volume Il and on the EH NEPA Website (http://www.tis.eh.doe.gov/nepa). The ART
can provide assistance in defining the management, technical, clerical, administrative and
public interaction support required of a contractor. A contractor evaluation strategy
needs to be discussed so that most selection weighting is given to the area of effort that is
most critical to the success or failure of the document. Sufficient time needs to be
budgeted to work with the Ordering Contracting Officer to establish the task order
strategy, define contractor selection criteria, evaluate proposals, and select the winning
contractor. Only the Ordering Contracting Officer is authorized to obligate funds and
authorize work to begin.

Space may be necessary to house the DOE technical and if necessary the contractor
DPT/support staff together, especially during the development of an EIS. Thefina
product will benefit from such proximity, since producing a NEPA document requires a
highly integrated multidisciplinary environment. Achieving this through traveling to
meetings, compared to working together, is less productive and not cost effective.

Tasks and subtasks are assigned to individuals on the DPT whose responsibilities include
planning and daily supervision of task execution, establishment of work teams for
specific activities, early identification and resolution of technical problems, and liaison
with other task managers. The “Tan Book™ states that the NDM, in coordination with the
ART, should develop the "propose and need” as well as the "proposed action”,
relationship to other actions, and in general ensuring the integration of all the parts. It is
very important to have legal counsel as a participant in the ART to assist with the
preparation of the "proposed action™. The description of the affected environment and
the impact analysisis usually divided into subtasks and given to environmental scientists
or to speciaists in the respective environmental discipline. Special studies such as risk
assessment, or specialty tasks, such as public participation, are assigned to expertsin
those areas. In addition, the use of an editor and a skilled graphics person will greatly
enhance a NEPA document. The NDM should read every word of the draft document
prior to releasing for any kind of formal review. A good editor will make the NDM’s
review job much easier.
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It isimportant to develop an organization chart so that everyone understands who has
what responsibilities and who reports to whom for assignments, guidance, and
supervision. The chart should include members of the ART.

If al of the DPT members are contractor personnel, they will report to and receive
direction from that contractors Project Manager (PM). The PM is the individual
contractually responsible for delivering the document in accordance with the scope-of-
work, on schedule, and within budget. The PM will report contractually to the NDM who
is functioning as the Ordering Contracting Officer’ s Representative.

The contractor PM is responsible for the general supervision of all technical work
performed, ensuring that it achieves a high degree of responsiveness. Administrative
duties include review and approval of all work plans, staff selection for each task,
monitoring of contract and task funds and schedules, and implementation of all quality
assurance/quality control (QA/QC) processes for al work and reports.

Document Management Plan

Once the project planning is complete, it isimportant to document the initial baseline
condition in a Document Management Plan (MP). Thisis not a DOE requirement,
however it is avery useful tool for the NDM and the Document Preparation Team. The
MP should contain chapters that:

Summarize the project objectives and purpose;

Describe the work scope and the WBS;

List the major milestones in the schedule,

Present the detailed budget,

Define how the project is to be managed by illustrating the organizational
structure, key personnel assignments, methods for cost and schedule control, and
Indicates the anticipated communication process and reporting regquirements.
Appendices can be used to present the detailed schedule and cost projections.

7. Indicates deliverables by staff against the scheduled milestones.

agbkhwpdPE

o

IMPLEMENTATION CONSIDERATIONS

Controlling Resources

If projects were implemented as planned and budgeted, there would be no need to
consider control mechanisms. Unfortunately, from the start differences will emerge. For
example, staffing will often deviate from that budgeted, both by changes in the mix of
individuals needed in the different labor categories and in the times they are available.

Or tasks will get late starts because of the lack of some essential input data and take much
longer to complete because of it —impacting dependent tasks. Some task budgets will
turn out to have been over-estimated, or implemented at less than budgeted cost, and
others will be under-estimated. One class of activities that is always under-estimated is
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the time required to achieve consensus by multiple individuals or organizations.
Examples include document and comment reviews by other internal organizations,
cooperating agencies, and independent reviewers.

By careful attention to the financial reports, the NDM will be able to monitor the status of
the budget and evaluate the need for corrective action. The types of options are limited,
however. If atask is overrunning, money will have to be diverted from other tasks, taken
from contingency, or obtained by additional funding.

Established contractor cost control systems have been used successfully on al sizes of
DOE programs to effectively monitor project financial performance. These systems
extract data from the timekeeping, accounts payable, general ledger, and other
audited/approved internal financial systems, and accumulates direct and indirect costs to
provide accurate, current project costs. Direct labor hours, labor costs, and ODCs,
including all field efforts are usually entered each week. Reports are generated
comparing actual direct labor hours, labor costs, ODCs, and fee against budgets for each
contract, task assignment, and work package. Indirect costs are accumulated in the
general ledger system into separate cost pools for fringe benefits, overhead, and genera
and administrative expenses. All of these elements are calculated at the least monthly
and are monitored to evaluate trends and determine problem areas. Thereis more
information concerning cost control systemsin DOE Order 430.1A, Life-cycle
Assessment Management.

Meetings and Reports

Meetings are the essential forum for communication and team building and should be
scheduled on aregular basis. They alow the NDM to:

Provide guidance and technical support in developing and implementing
approaches for addressing technical issues,

Coordinate project staff support to achieve project milestones on schedule;
Facilitate the interdisciplinary work;

Anticipate and provide corrective action to problems before they result in a cost
and schedule impact and;

Keep the DOE PM fully informed.

For maximum productivity each meeting should have an objective and an agenda.

The “Kick-off Meeting” is the project start and is devoted to the dissemination of
information on scope, budgets, schedules, task breakdown, |eadership responsibilities,
relationships, space, and other housekeeping items. The kick-off meeting is the occasion
when the NDM establishes the constraints of the project and shares his or her
expectations with the task managers and the staff. A weekly meeting with the contractor
PM, senior staff and task managers should take place either before or after the regular
meeting with the ART. The purpose of both meetings is to ensure information on the
status of the project goes from the staff upwards, and from the project management and
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outside interests down to the staff. Using this interactive communication process, the
NDM isincluded in decisions affecting the completion of all assignments, aware of the
status of project activities and any changes in the scope of work, milestone dates, or
resource requirements. Complex technical issues should be discussed at special meetings
called for that purpose and will include only those staff immediately affected. Informal
discussions between the NDM and project staff is encouraged as an opportunity to verify
information and ensure that there are no problems that have not been reported and
addressed.

The periodic report provided by the contractor PM to the NDM, usually monthly,
provides written confirmation of the progress of the effort by task. It shows technical
progress made during the previous period compared to schedule and budget. As such it
represents the history of the project. Although there are many different electronic
formats available, and many formal requirements in the system, the basic standard is
referred to as the PPP Report, for Progress, Plans, and Problems. It provides information
on the progress made since the last report, by task, the plans for accomplishment in the
next period, and any problems impeding task activities. Of particular importance is the
review and analysis of the section on project costs. Unlike information on technical
progress reported through weekly meetings, cost information is usually only available on
amonthly basis. Actual labor hours and cost by task will be compared to budgeted
projections for the reporting period - and cumulative profiles. They will be rolled-up to
show the total project costs as well.

Development and Maintenance of the Administrative Record

A good filing system is one of the most important project items. Because it is more
mundane it is frequently overlooked. It isfundamental to being able to produce an
accurate Administrative Record. The Administrative Record is a collection of
information pertinent to a NEPA-related action. The purpose of the Administrative
Record is to provide a chronological listing of important documents and events or other
information to facilitate project administration and future review or consultation on the
project. The Administrative Record should include plans, reports, notices,
correspondence, distribution lists, letters and responses on comments, presentations, and
other records. The Administrative Record aso is needed in the event that litigation is
brought against the DOE concerning the project. The NDM should consult the NCO for
guidance on developing and maintaining the Administrative Record.

AT THE END

Evaluation of Contractor Performance

If a contractor is used during the preparation of the NEPA document, then the NDM is
responsible for evaluating the contractor’s performance for timeliness, quality, cost-
effectiveness, responsiveness, and application of requirements and guidance. Thereis
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DOE NEPA Contractor Performance Evaluation Form located in the “Tan Book”. This
form is presented to the contractor at the beginning of the contract so that the NDM's
expectations are understood. This evaluation should be completed shortly after
completion of the contractor's performance period.

Completion of the Lessons Learned Questionnaire

The Office of NEPA Policy and Assistance (EH-42) has developed a NEPA Lessons
Learned program and a questionnaire has been developed to collect and analyze
information. NDMs, as well as all members of the DPT, are encouraged to complete it
upon completion of the NEPA process. EH-42's Lessons Learned questionnaire requires
an evaluation of the overall NEPA process, identification successes and issues, and cost
and schedule reporting. A summary of the Lessons Learned are available in the
Quarterly NEPA Lessons Learned Report. Copies of the Lessons Learned questionnaire
can be completed and viewed on the web at http://www.tis.eh.doe.qov/nepa. The NDM
should review these lessons learned reports prior to beginning the NEPA process because
valuable information could be obtained making the job easier by not repeating mistakes.
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“United States Government - Department of Energy
memorandum R
RTG. SYMBOL
DATE: -
DK 175 1994 ER1Q/¢ 4
REPLY TO INITIALS/SIG.
ATTN OF: ILThomas
_ SUBJECT: Energy Research pae
National Environmental POlle Act Determination for the Prop)oscd Spallanon Neutron 12/9/94
source RTG. SYMBOL
o: A3
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mau:  James F. Decker, Deputy Director, Qffice of Energy Research’ ! paE T
12/294
‘ ‘ RTG. SYMBOL
Attached is a memorandum for your signature which will start the environmental impact |ER-14
. INITIALS/SIG.
. . deals : ... |SGoel }ff/"
statement process for a spallation nentron source with Oak Ridge being the preferred site, | ...~ -+
, g L 12/ 4394
and a schedule for the preparation of the environmental impagt statement. The @‘
memorandum should be signed as soon as we know that the fiscal year 1996 budget has g‘mc ke);
funds for a spallation neutron source study With thlS memorandum you direct me to stan1 2,394
RTG. SYMBOL
the preparation of the environmental unpact statement. ER-63
ph [miissia
o IpLorenz
Osugma! signod by g ‘,:“ A e
{ran L. Thomas ¢ ﬁx - 124 o4
' ' RTG. SYMBOL
. Iran L. Thomas EB-
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Appendix C
Example EI S Deter mination Memo

SUMMARY OF EVENTS RELATED TO THE'ENVIRONMENTALA
IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS) FOR THE PROPOSED
- SPALLATION NEUTRON SOURCE

The Secretary’s National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Policy Statement of June 1994
established a Department goal to reduce the median process time for EIS preparation to

15 months. The 15 months would encompass the elapsed time from issuance of the Notice
of Intent through the publication of the final EIS. The NEPA process must be completed
prior to initiation of KD #2, Detalled Design.

" Other related events are hsted below.

EVENT _ ____ DISCUSSION

NEPA Determination ER-1 makes determination to prepare an EIS under
(December 1994) the DOE NEPA regulations (10 CFR 1021).

ER/BES Begins Conceptual  ER would propose reprogramming from the Advanced
Design (FY 1995) - Neuitron Source (FY 1995) bindget.to provide start-up
) funds for conceptual design work.

BES Initiates 4700.1 BES initiates the milestones undcr DOE Order

Process ) ~ 4700.1 to obtain KD #0; project planning and NEPA
‘ schedule are integrated.

BES Appoints a NEPA ~ BES conducts an “intemnal scoping” process within

Document Manager and DOE to design the EIS process, strategy, and

Designs EIS' Process : timing and to consider the scope and content of

the ‘EIS in terms of environmental issues, alternatives,

and the public scoping proceéss. DOE "stakeholders" are

included: ER, EH, GC, OR, ORNL, and other field and
, laboratory personnel, as appropriate. ‘

DOE Issues Notice of -, BES coordinates the preparaftion of an NOI that

Intent to Prepare EIS = ‘announces the intent to prepare an EIS and that -
initiates the scoping process (FY 1995). If conceptual
design information is required to support the NOI, either
the NOI should be delayed, or an Advance NOI could be
“issued to take public comment, but not to initiate the
formal scoping meeting process. '
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Example EI S Deter mination Memo

DOE Conducts Formal

Public Scoping Process’

BES Solicits Contractor .

to Prepare EIS
(FY 1995)

EIS Contractor Drafts
EIS IP for BES

DOE Prepares Draft EIS
and Issues for Public
Comment

DOE Conducts Public
Hearings on DEIS

DOE Preparcs Final EIS

DOE Issues Final EIS-

DOE Issues Record of
Decision (ROD)

BES Seeks KD #2

Formal Public Scopmg/[nfomlauon Meetings are

held to solicit input from the public on the scope

and content of the EIS. Meetings should be held at the
preferred site, the reasonable alternatives sites, and
perhaps in Washington, DC. -

BES pursues finding a contractor to participate
in scoping, prepare the EIS Implementatlon Plan,
and write the EIS.

The EIS Implementa'ﬁon Plar (IP) is the "Project

_Plan” for the "design and construction” of the EIS. It will

discuss: the scope and content of the EIS and the issues
to be analyzed (including alternatives); the EIS schedule;
the results of public scoping; and the public comments
that will and will not be analyzed. The EIS IP will be
approved by ER-1, after comment from EH and GC.

Contractor prepares preﬁminéu’y draft EIS for DOE

review; DOE reviews and approves DEIS and issues
for public comment (45-90 days). Notice of Availability

. issued by U.S. EPA.

DOE conducts formal pubhc comment meetings on
the Draft EIS during the penod of public availability.

DQE prepares the_ Final EIS based on the written
and oral comments received, and includes a formal

‘written comment-response discussion on each

comment received.

DOE publishes final EIS, files with U.S. EPA for
issuance of Nonce of Availability, distributes to
the pubhc

"ER prepares ROD and ;seeks;’ review and concurrehce
from EH and GC. ROD is signed by ER-1 and

published for 30 days in Fedleral Register. -

Detailed des1gn may proceecl after completion of

the NEPA process.
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Example EI S Deter mination Memo

DOE F1326.8
(08-88) (EFG 07-80)

* United States Government, | v o - Department of Energy
‘memorandum
o {06 1995

REPLY TO
arnor:  Energy Research

SuBEcT:  ‘National Environmental Policy Act Zl)eteminatibn for the Proposed Spallation Neutron
. Source R o

™o Jran Thomas, Acting Associate Director, Office of Basic Energy Sciences

In recognition of the needs of the Department and the Nation for neutron beams for

. research, the Department proposes to begin the development of a new high-energy linear
accelerator facility, the Spallation Neutron Source, that would serve as a comerstone for
advanced research in neutron scattering into the next century. The proposed Spallation
Neutron Source would satisfy many of the most important needs of the United States for
pulsed neutron beams for experiments in physics, chemistry, and biology. In order to take
advantage of the experience gained in the development of the Advanced Neutron. Source
Conceptual Design, and the availability of highly trained and experienced scientific and
technical staff, the Department’s preferred location for the proposed project would be the

- Oak Ridge National Laboratory. )

Even though the development of the proposed Spallation Neutron Source is not yet
officially approved or funded, it is appropriate (as per 40 CFR 1508.23) to begin the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) review process in order to integrate the NEPA
process with project planning and to insure that project pl‘ann}ing and decisions reflect
environmental values. Since the proposed facility is a high-energy accelerator that would
be a Major System Acquisition level project, I have determined that the proposal fits the

- class of actions normally requiring preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) under Appendix D to Subpart D of 10 CFR 1021. “Thé¢ Office of Basic Energy
Sciences should initiate this EIS that should evaluate the potential environmental
consequences of the proposal to site, construct, and operate the facility at Oak Ridge, as
well as evaluate reasonable alternatives to the proposal. '

Omiginsl signed iy

~ Martha A. Krebs'
‘Director
Office of Energy. Research

Attachment:
Summary of Events

cc:

T. O’Toole, Environment, Safety and Health
J. LaGrone, Oak Ridge Operations Office
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Internet address:
http:\www.nawcwpns.navy.mil/Cpmeis.

Navy will set up several information
stations at these scoping meetings; each
information station will be staffed by a
Navy representative who will be
available to answer questions from
meeting attendees. In addition, Navy
representatives will give a brief
presentation about current NAWCWPNS
activities on the Point Mugu Sea Range
followed by a description of the
proposed action and alternatives
(including the No-Action alternative).
Members of the public may offer verbal
or written comments at the scoping
meetings, or subsequent to the meetings
by mail, by facsimile, or by toll-free
telephone at (888) 217-9045. Verbal
comments will be limited to three
minutes per individual. All comments,
whether verbal or written, will receive
the same attention and consideration
during EIS/OEIS preparation.

Navy'’s official repository is located at
the Oxnard Public Library, Reference
Desk, 251 South “A’ Street, Oxnard, CA
93030, (805) 385-7507.

ADDRESSESS: Navy will accept
comments at the address listed below.
To ensure that Navy has sufficient time
to consider public input during
preparation of the Draft EIS/OEIS,
scoping comments should be submitted
to the following address by September
13, 1997: Ms. Cora Fields, Point Mugu
Sea Range EIS, c/o Code 832000E, 521
Ninth Street, Point Mugu, CA 93042—
5001, telephone (805) 989-0128, FAX
(805) 989-0143; or, Ms. Gina Smith,
telephone (805) 989-0141, FAX (805)
989-0143. Individuals or groups with
special needs, such as accessibility,
foreign language translation, assistance
for the blind or hearing impaired,
should contact Ms. Fields or Ms. Smith
at least one week before the scoping
meeting.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Additional information concerning this
notice may be obtained by contacting
Ms. Fields or Ms. Smith.

Dated: July 21, 1997.
M.D. Sutton,

LCDR, JAGC, USN, Federal Register Liaison
Officer.

[FR Doc. 97-19615 Filed 7-24-97; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3810-FF-M

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
[CFDA 84.037]

Office of Postsecondary Education;
Availability of the Amendments to the
National Direct Student Loan and
Federal Perkins Loan Programs
Directory of Designated Low-Income
Schools for Teacher Cancellation
Benefits for the 1996-97 School Year

AGENCY: Department of Education.
ACTION: Notice of availability of the
amendments to the 1996-97 National
Direct Student Loan and Federal Perkins
Loan Programs Directory of Designated
Low-Income Schools.

SUMMARY: Institutions and borrowers
participating in the Federal Perkins
Loan and National Direct Student Loan
Programs and other interested persons
are advised that they may obtain
information regarding the amendments
to the National Direct Student Loan and
Federal Perkins Loan Programs
Directory of Designated Low-Income
Schools for Teacher Cancellation
Benefits for the 1996-97 School Year
(Directory). The amendments identify
changes in the list of schools that
qualify borrowers for teacher
cancellation benefits under each of the
loan programs.

DATES: The amendments to the
Directory are currently available.

ADDRESSES: Information concerning
specific schools listed in the
amendments to the Directory may be
obtained from Systems Administration
Branch, Campus-Based Programs
System Division, Office of
Postsecondary Education, U.S.
Department of Education, 400 Maryland
Avenue, S.W., (Room 4051, ROB-3),
Washington, DC. 20202-5453,
Telephone (202) 708—6726.

Information concerning deferment
and/or cancellation of a National Direct
Student Loan or Federal Perkins Loan
may be obtained from Gail McLarnon or
Sylvia Ross, Campus-Based Loan
Programs Section, Loans Branch, Policy
Development Division, Office of
Postsecondary Education, U.S.
Department of Education, 400 Maryland
Avenue SW., (Room 3045, ROB-3),
Washington, DC. 20202-5453,
Telephone (202) 708—-8242. Individuals
who use a telecommunications device
for the deaf (TDD) may call the Federal
Information Relay Service (FIRS) at 1—
800-877-8339 between 8 a.m. and 8
p.m., Eastern time, Monday through
Friday.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: The
amendments to the Directory are
available at (1) each institution of higher

education participating in the Federal
Perkins Loan Program, (2) each of the
fifty-seven (57) State and Territory
Departments of Education, (3) each of
the major Federal Perkins Loan billing
services, and (4) the U.S. Department of
Education.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
Secretary of Education published a
notice in the Federal Register on
January 9, 1997, (62 FR 1376) that the
Directory was available. The Secretary
has revised the Directory due to the
opening and closing of schools, school
name changes, and the need for other
corrections. These revisions are listed in
the amendments to the Directory.

The procedures for selecting the
schools that qualify borrowers for
cancellation benefits are described in
the Federal Perkins Loan Program
regulations at 34 CFR 674.53 and
674.54. The Secretary has determined
that for the 1996-97 academic year full-
time teaching in the schools set forth in
the Directory and the amendments to
the Directory qualifies a borrower for
cancellation benefits.

The Secretary is providing the
amendments to the Directory to each
institution participating in the Federal
Perkins Loan Program. Borrowers and
other interested parties may check with
their lending institutions, the
appropriate State or Territory
Department of Education, regional
offices of the Department of Education,
or the Office of Postsecondary
Education of the Department of
Education concerning the identity of
qualifying schools for the 1996-97
academic year.

The Office of Postsecondary
Education retains, on a permanent basis,
copies of all published amendments and
Directories.

Dated: July 16, 1997.
David A. Longanecker,

Assistant Secretary for Postsecondary
Education.

[FR Doc. 97-19665 Filed 7-24-97; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4000-01-P

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Environmental Impact Statement for
Siting, Construction, and Operation of
the National Spallation Neutron Source

AGENCY: Department of Energy.
ACTION: Notice of Intent (NOI).

SUMMARY: The U.S. Department of
Energy (DOE) announces its intent to
prepare an environmental impact
statement (EIS), pursuant to the
National Environmental Policy Act
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(NEPA), on the siting, construction, and
operation of the proposed National
Spallation Neutron Source (NSNS). The
proposed NSNS facility would consist
of a proton accelerator system; a
spallation target; and appropriate
experimental areas, laboratories, offices,
and support facilities to allow ongoing
and expanded programs of neutron
research. The proposed site for the
NSNS is the DOE-owned Oak Ridge
National Laboratory in Oak Ridge,
Tennessee. The alternative sites under
consideration are three other DOE-
owned laboratories: Argonne National
Laboratory, Argonne, Illinois; Los
Alamos National Laboratory, Los
Alamos, New Mexico; and Brookhaven
National Laboratory, Upton, New York.
DOE invites the public, organizations,
and agencies to present oral or written
comments concerning: (1) The scope of
the EIS, (2) the issues the EIS should
address, and (3) the alternatives the EIS
should analyze.

DATES: The public scoping period begins

with publication of this NOI and

continues until September 12, 1997.

Written comments submitted by mail

should be postmarked by that date to

ensure consideration. Comments mailed
after that date will be considered to the
extent practicable.

DOE will conduct public scoping
meetings to assist in defining the
appropriate scope of the EIS and to
identify significant environmental
issues to be addressed. These meetings
will be held at the following times and
locations:

August 11, 1997, American Museum of
Science and Energy, 300 South
Tulane Avenue, Oak Ridge, Tennessee
37830; Times: 1:30-4:30 p.m. and
6:30-9:30 p.m.

August 14, 1997, Argonne National
Laboratory, Building 401—Advanced
Photon Source, Room A1100, 9700
Cass Avenue, Argonne, Illinois 60439;
Times: 1:30—4:30 p.m. and 6:30-9:30
p.m.

August 19, 1997, Los Alamos Area
Office, Main Conference Room (Room
100), 528 35th Street, Los Alamos,
New Mexico 87544; Times: 1:30-4:30
p.m. and 6:30-9:30 p.m.

September 4, 1997, Brookhaven
National Laboratory, Berkner Hall
(Bldg. 488), Brookhaven Avenue,
Upton, New York 11973; Times: 1:30—
4:30 p.m. and 6:30-9:30 p.m.

ADDRESSES: Please direct comments or

suggestions on the scope of the EIS,

requests to speak at the public scoping
meetings, requests for meeting special
needs to enable participation at scoping
meetings (e.g., interpreter for the
hearing-impaired) and questions

concerning the project to: David Wilfert,
U.S. Department of Energy, Oak Ridge
Operations Office, 200 Administration
Road, 146/FEDC, Oak Ridge, Tennessee
37831, telephone: (800) 927-9964,
facsimile: (423) 576-4542, or e-mail
NSNSEIS@ornl.gov.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
general information associated with the
research aspects of the NSNS, please
contact: Iran Thomas, Deputy Associate
Director, Office of Basic Energy
Research, Office of Energy Research,
U.S. Department of Energy, ER-10,
Germantown, MD 20874, telephone:
(301) 903-3427.

For general information on the DOE
NEPA process, please contact: Carol M.
Borgstrom, Director, Office of NEPA
Policy and Assistance, EH—42, U.S.
Department of Energy, 1000
Independence Avenue, S.W.,
Washington, D.C. 20585-0119,
telephone: (202) 586—4600 or (800) 472—
2756.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

Over the past 40 years, the use of
neutrons for research purposes, a use
pioneered in the United States, has
played a valuable role in advancements
in the fields of fundamental physical
and biological sciences, material
technology, and medicine. However, in
the last two decades, the United States
has fallen behind the European
scientific community in the availability
of state-of-the-art neutron sources and
instrumentation because of the age of its
existing facilities. Existing United States
reactor-based neutron sources were built
in the 1960s, and existing accelerator-
based sources were built in the early
1980s. These facilities have had
minimal upgrading and modernization,
and are not well suited for the specific
areas of research to which scientific
investigation has evolved. In 1994, a
proposal to build a new reactor-based
neutron source, the Advanced Neutron
Source (ANS), was not supported by
Congress because of high costs
(approximately $3 billion) and potential
nuclear proliferation issues. Now, DOE
is proposing to construct and operate
the NSNS Project to provide the United
States with a modern accelerator-based
neutron source and neutron science
research facility at a cost of
approximately $1 billion to meet current
and future research needs.

The proposed NSNS would produce
short pulses of neutrons for use in
materials research. This would be
accomplished through the “‘spallation”
process wherein (1) subatomic particles,
called protons, are accelerated to very

high energies; (2) the high energy
protons are “bunched” into a compact
group; (3) the bunched, high energy
protons are directed onto a target made
of a high atomic number material, in
this case mercury; and (4) the collision
of the protons with the target produces
a pulse of neutrons from the target
material. Once the spallation process is
completed and the neutron pulse is
produced, the neutrons would be
slowed to useful energy levels, and
would be guided onto samples of the
materials being studied. The
interactions of the neutrons and the
specimens would be measured and
analyzed, thus revealing information on
the structure, properties, and behavior
of the test material.

Purpose and Need for the NSNS

The purpose of the proposed NSNS
Project is to provide the United States
with its only modern, high performance
pulsed neutron research facility. Since
the 1970s, numerous assessments have
firmly established the need for new
neutron sources and instrumentation in
the United States. The proposed facility
would allow for advanced research in
the United States in the physical and
biological sciences, for industrial
application, and medical research.
Current facilities are inadequate to meet
the existing demand for neutron
research and, even if upgraded, would
not be able to satisfy the growing future
demand.

The need for new neutron sources has
been recognized by national panels
investigating the status of neutron
sources and science in the United States
since a National Academy of Sciences
(NAS) study in 1984. After reviewing all
major domestic facilities for materials
research, a NAS panel recommended:

1. Construction of a steady-state, high-
flux neutron source; and

2. Development of a plan leading to
the construction of a major pulsed
spallation neutron source.

These recommendations were
reaffirmed in 1993 by DOE’s Basic
Energy Science Advisory Committee
(BESAC) Panel on “Neutron Sources for
America’s Future.” Although a reactor-
based Advanced Neutron Source (ANS)
Project was proposed in each of fiscal
years 1994 and 1995, the proposal was
not continued in the fiscal year 1996
budget process, primarily due to the
high cost (approximately $3 billion) of
the total project. As a result, emphasis
shifted to the lower cost proposed
accelerator-based NSNS facility.
According to the most recent BESAC
recommendations (1996), there is an
urgent need to build a short pulsed
spallation source in the 1 MW power
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range, dedicated to neutron scattering,
with sufficient design flexibility to
permit future modification for operation
at higher power. The EIS will analyze
the potential environmental impacts
associated with the construction and
operation of the facility in its fully
upgraded condition (4-5 MW).

Proposed Action and Alternatives

The proposed NSNS facility would
consist of a proton accelerator system, a
spallation source to produce neutron
pulses, and appropriate experimental
areas, laboratories, offices, and support
facilities to allow ongoing and expanded
programs of neutron research. The
NSNS Project would provide key
capabilities to support multiple
elements of DOE strategic planning,
such as:

¢ Constructing leading-edge facilities
for use by industries, universities, and
government laboratories;

¢ Providing new insights into the
nature of matter and energy;

* Maintaining core competencies and
partnering with the private sector and
other agencies; and

« Accelerating the use of emerging
technologies.

DOE proposes to construct and
operate the NSNS at Oak Ridge National
Laboratory (ORNL) in Oak Ridge,
Tennessee. Locating the NSNS at ORNL
would offer access to existing facilities
which could support the proposed
NSNS facility and would take advantage
of experienced staff at those facilities,
including researchers with expertise in
the appropriate scientific disciplines.
Supporting facilities, including utilities,
waste management and storage
facilities, also exist at ORNL.

DOE will evaluate reasonable
alternative locations, the no-action
alternative, and technology alternatives.
In addition to ORNL, the proposed site
of the NSNS, the EIS will also analyze
the potential environmental impacts
associated with constructing and
operation of the NSNS at three other
reasonable sites: Argonne National
Laboratory (ANL), Argonne, Illinois; Los
Alamos National Laboratory (LANL),
Los Alamos, New Mexico; and
Brookhaven National Laboratory (BNL),
Upton, New York. DOE identified these
sites as reasonable through the
application of four screening criteria to
a total of thirty-nine candidate sites. The
four criteria were: (1) The availability of
110 acres of land; (2) the existence of a
one mile buffer zone separating the
proposed NSNS from populated areas;
(3) the ready availability of 50 to 60 MW
of electric power; and (4) existence of
the infrastructure and trained personnel
associated with an ongoing neutron

science program. Technology
alternatives include reactor-based
neutron sources and variations in the
accelerator-based system. The no action
alternative would be not to build or
operate the NSNS.

Conceptual Design

Neutrons are one of two major
particles (protons being the other)
comprising the nucleus of atoms, and
because they have no electric charge,
they can penetrate deeply into the
molecules of test materials to give
scientists new insights into the structure
and properties of the material. The
NSNS facility would extract neutrons
from the nuclei of ““target”” material so
they can be subsequently used for
research on various specimens.

A process known as ‘‘spallation” is
applied to extract neutrons from target
nuclei. In the spallation process, target
nuclei containing large numbers of
neutrons (typically heavy metals such as
lead, mercury, tungsten, etc.) are struck
with high energy (fast moving) particles
to eject some of the contained neutrons.
A large part of the NSNS facility is the
accelerator system needed to produce
and deliver the high energy particles (in
this case protons) onto the target
material. The accelerator system is
comprised of:

1. An ion source to electrically charge
hydrogen atoms (a hydrogen atom is
comprised of a single proton in the
nucleus and one orbiting electron) so
they can be accelerated using magnetic
fields and electromagnetic energy. This
part of the facility is relatively small,
i.e., only a few meters in length.

2. A Linear Accelerator (linac), which
is a series of energy-inducing devices
used to accelerate (increase energy
level) the protons (hydrogen ions) and
form a beam of high energy particles.
The linac structure is approximately 550
meters (about ¥z mile) long.

3. A storage ring to accumulate large
numbers of the high energy protons, and
then release that grouping of protons in
a single pulse onto the target. The
storage ring is a rectangular-shaped
structure approximately 80 meters
across.

The accelerator system is operated so
that proton pulses from the storage ring
are repeatedly directed onto the target at
a repetition rate of 6 Hz (60 times per
second). The initial design of the NSNS
would involve approximately 1 MW of
power (equivalent to approximately
1,340 horsepower) being deposited onto
the target from this series of proton
pulses. As time and technology permits,
the NSNS may undergo a series of
upgrades in future years to raise the
beam power on the target.

The target of the proton pulse power
would be liquid mercury circulated in a
stainless steel vessel. Mercury, as a
target material, provides good
conversion of protons to released
neutrons and, as a liquid, it can be
continuously circulated in a closed
system to absorb the impact of the
proton pulses, release pulses of
neutrons, and transport impact energy
(heat) to remote cooling systems.
Approximately 1 cubic meter of
mercury would be used in the NSNS, a
volume that would be expected to last
for the facility’s design life of 40 years.

Because the neutrons released by the
spallation process are moving very fast,
they must be moderated (slowed) to
levels suitable for research needs.
Neutron moderation is achieved by
successive collisions of the fast neutrons
with cooler nuclei. In the NSNS, two
thermal moderators and two cryogenic
moderators would be positioned around
the mercury target to slow the neutrons
in each pulse. First, the thermal
moderators would use water to slow the
neutrons to speeds associated with room
temperatures (approximately 2200
meters per second). Concurrently,
cryogenic moderators would use liquid
hydrogen to slow the neutrons to speeds
associated with very low temperatures
(approximately 500 meters per second).
Beam guides, 18 in all, would direct the
slowed neutrons to experiment stations
where the scientific research is
conducted. The building housing the
target, moderators, beam guides, and
research instruments would be
approximately 50 by 75 meters in size.

The NSNS facility would be
appropriately integrated into the site
infrastructure of the host laboratory,
including roadways, utilities, and
monitoring systems. The laboratory
would provide security and fire
protection. The entire facility would
require approximately 110 acres of
cleared land, and ready access to and
availability of 50-60 MW of electric
power. It would have a design lifetime
of 40 years, but the design would not
preclude lifetime extensions beyond 40
years. Systems and structures would be
designed to facilitate eventual
decontamination and removal.

Design of the NSNS is projected to
span four years (FY 1999-2002), and
construction nearly five years (FY 2000—
2004). Facility commissioning would
occur in FY 2003-2004, with FY 2005
being the first full year of operation.
Project staffing is estimated to rise from
approximately 30 to approximately 90
during conceptual design (FY 1996—
1998); rise from approximately 100 to a
peak of approximately 1200 and decline
to approximately 225 during design/
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construction (FY 1999-2004); and hold
at approximately 225 for operation (FY
2004 and beyond). The estimated total
project cost from conceptual design
through commissioning is
approximately $1 billion.

Preliminary Environmental Analysis

DOE plans to analyze potential
impacts of the NSNS project on the
following parameters. This list is neither
intended to be all-inclusive, nor is it a
predetermination of potential impacts.
Additions to or deletions from this list
may occur as a result of the scoping
process.

« Earth Resources: physiography,
topography, geology, and soil
characteristics.

¢ Land Use: plans, policies and
controls.

* Water Resources: surface and
groundwater hydrology, use, and
quality.

¢ Air Quality: Meteorological basis,
ambient background, pollutant sources,
and potential degradation.

¢ Radiation Background: Cosmic,
rock, soil, water, and air.

« Hazardous Materials: Handling,
storage, and use; waste management
both near- and long-term.

+ Noise: Ambient, sources, and
sensitive receptors.

¢ Ecological Resources: Aquatic,
terrestrial, economically/recreationally
important species, threatened and
endangered species.

¢ Socioeconomics: Demography,
economic base, labor pool, housing,
transportation, utilities, public services/
facilities, education, recreation, and
cultural resources.

¢ Historical and Archaeological
Resources: Paleontological and
archaeological sites, Native American
resources, historic and prehistoric sites.

« Scenic and Visual Resources.

* Wetlands: Protection and
remediation.

¢ Health and Safety: Public and
occupational impacts from routine
operation and credible accident
scenarios.

« Natural Disasters: Floods,
tornadoes, and seismic events.

« Unavoidable Adverse Impacts.

« Natural and Depletable Resources:
Requirements and conservation
potential.

« Environmental Justice:
Disproportionately high and adverse
impacts to minority and low income
populations.

The preliminary identification of
reasonable alternatives and
environmental issues presented in this
NOI is not meant to be exhaustive or
final. Alternatives other than those

presented in this document may warrant

examination, and new issues may be

identified for evaluation.

Relevant issues related to
decommissioning of the NSNS will be
addressed to the extent possible.
Additional NEPA review may be
necessary in the future when
decommissioning plans are proposed.
Scoping Meetings

The purpose of this NOI is to
encourage early public involvement in
the EIS process and to solicit public
comments on the proposed scope and
content of the EIS. DOE plans to hold
formal public scoping meetings in the
vicinity of the proposed and alternative
sites to solicit both oral and written
comments from interested parties.

DOE will designate a presiding officer
for the scoping meetings. The scoping
meetings will not be conducted as
evidentiary hearings, and there will be
no questioning of the commentors.
However, the presiding officer may ask
for clarification of statements to ensure
that DOE fully understands the
comments and suggestions. The
presiding officer will establish the order
of speakers. At the opening of each
meeting, the presiding officer will
announce any additional procedures
necessary for the conduct of the
meetings. To ensure that all persons
wishing to make a presentation are
given the opportunity, a five-minute
limit may be enforced for each speaker,
with the exception of public officials
and representatives of groups who will
be allotted ten minutes each. Comment
cards will also be available for those
who would prefer to submit their
comments in written form.

DOE will make transcripts of the
scoping meetings and other
environmental and project-related
materials available for public review in
the following reading rooms:

1. U.S. Department of Energy, Freedom
of Information Public Reading Room,
Forrestal Building, Room 1E-190,
1000 Independence Avenue, SW.,
Washington, DC 20585, Telephone:
(202) 586-3142

2. U.S. Department of Energy Reading
Room, Oak Ridge Operations Office,
200 Administration Road, Room G—
217, Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37831,
Telephone: (423) 241-4780

3. Argonne National Laboratory, %
Documents Department, University
Library, Third Floor Center,
University of Illinois at Chicago, 801
South Morgan Street, Chicago, Illinois
60439, Telephone: (312) 9962738

4. BNL Research Library, Bldg. 477A
Brookhaven Ave., Upton, NY 11973,
Telephone: (516) 344-3483

5. Longwood Public Library, 800 Middle
Country Rd., Middle Island, NY
11953, Telephone: (516) 924-6400

6. Mastics-Moriches-Shirley Community
Library, 301 William Floyd Parkway,
Shirley, NY 11967, Telephone: (516)
399-1511

7. Los Alamos National Laboratory
Public Outreach and Reading Room,
Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544,
Telephone: (505) 665-2127

NEPA Process

The EIS for the proposed facility will
be prepared according to the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, the
Council on Environmental Quality’s
Regulations for Implementing the
Procedural Provisions of NEPA (40 CFR
parts 1500-1508) and DOE’s NEPA
Regulations (10 CFR part 1021).

The draft EIS is scheduled to be
published by March 1998. A 45-day
comment period on the draft EIS is
planned, and public hearings to receive
comments will be held approximately
one month after distribution of the draft
EIS. Availability of the draft EIS, the
dates of the public comment period, and
information about the public hearings
will be announced in the Federal
Register and in the local news media
when the draft EIS is distributed.

The final EIS, which will incorporate
public comments received on the draft
EIS, is expected in July 1998. No sooner
than 30 days after a notice of availability
of the final EIS is published in the
Federal Register, DOE will issue its
Record of Decision and publish it in the
Federal Register.

Signed in Washington, DC this 21st day of
July, 1997.

Peter N. Brush,

Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary,
Environment, Safety and Health.

[FR Doc. 97-19616 Filed 7-24-97; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6450-01-P

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission

[Project No. 11175-002 Minnesota]

Crown Hydro Company; Notice
Modifying and Establishing a
Restricted Service List for Comments
on a Programmatic Agreement for
Managing Properties Included in or
Eligible for Inclusion in the National
Register of Historic Places

July 21, 1997.

On April 20, 1997, the Commission
issued a notice for Project No. 10455
proposing to establish a restricted
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Issued in Washington, DC on November 18,
1997.

Anthony J. Como,

Manager, Electric Power Regulation, Office
of Coal and Power Im/Ex, Office of Coal and
Power Systems, Office of Fossil Energy.

[FR Doc. 97-30795 Filed 11-21-97; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 6450-01-P

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Notice of Wetland Involvement; for
Construction of a Consolidated Waste
Processing Facility at the Miamisburg
Environmental Management Project
(MEMP)

AGENCY: Department of Energy (DOE),
Miamisburg Environmental
Management Project.

ACTION: Notice of wetland involvement.

SUMMARY: This is to give notice of DOE’s
proposal to construct a consolidated
waste processing facility at the
Miamisburg Environmental
Management Project, located
approximately ten (10) miles southwest
of Dayton, Ohio. The proposed activity
would involve a small portion of an
isolated, man-made wetland in
Montgomery County, Ohio. In
accordance with 10 CFR 1022, DOE will
prepare a Wetlands Assessment and
conduct the proposed action in such a
manner to avoid or minimize potential
harm to or within the affected wetland
area.

DATES: Written comments must be
received by the DOE at the following
address on or before December 9, 1997.
ADDRESSES: For further information on
this proposed action, including a site
map and/or a copy of the Wetlands
Assessment, contact: Mr. James O.
Johnson, SM/PP Hill Performance/
Technical Monitor, U.S. Department of
Energy, Miamisburg Environmental
Management Project Office, P.O. Box 66,
Miamisburg, OH 45343—-0066. Phone:
(937) 865-5234; Facsimile: (937) 865—
4489.

FOR FURTHER FURTHER INFORMATION
CONTACT: For further information on
general DOE wetland and floodplain
environmental review requirements,
contact: Ms. Carol M. Borgstrom,
Director, Office of NEPA Policy and
Assistance, EH-42, U.S. Department of
Energy, 1000 Independence Avenue,
SW, Washington, D.C. 20585. Phone:
(202) 586-4600 or 1-800-472-2756.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
proposed activity would directly
support the ongoing environmental
remediation program at the Mound
Plant. Construction and operation of the
temporary, pre-fabricated consolidated

waste processing facility would
accomplish volume-reduction, metal
recovery and waste packaging goals
established for the site. Included in the
construction of the facility are
equipment and laydown pads and a
roadway. Approximately 20% of the 50
x 60’ laydown pad would encroach
upon an isolated, man-made wetland
with an overall areal extent of 0.04
acres. Construction of the laydown pad
would, in turn, impact approximately
one-third (¥3) of the subject wetland; the
remaining two-thirds (3/z) of the wetland
would not be impacted. The wetland
was one of several delineated in the
Mound Plant Habitat map (Mound Plant
Ecological Characterization Report,
March 1994); the map was prepared in
accordance with the 1987 Corps of
Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual
and has the concurrence of the Corps.
The proposed action would result in
long-term and direct impacts to
approximately one-third of the 0.04 acre
man-made wetland, as a result of back-
filling with gravel before construction of
the laydown pad. Best management
practices would be utilized to minimize
the amount of wetland area impacted.
All reasonable efforts would be taken to
backfill the smallest area of wetland
possible. Staging and transport of
equipment and supplies in the wetland
would be avoided. Erosion controls
such as silt fences would be used, if
needed, to minimize sediment
deposition into the wetland. Culverts
would also be used, if necessary, to
ensure continued overland flow to the
wetland.

Issuance: Issued in Miamisburg, Ohio on
November 18, 1997.
Susan L. Smiley,
NEPA Compliance Officer, Ohio Field Office.
[FR Doc. 97-30794 Filed 11-21-97; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6450-01-P

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Environmental Impact Statement for
the High Flux Beam Reactor Transition
Project at the Brookhaven National
Laboratory, Upton, NY

AGENCY: Department of Energy.
ACTION: Notice of intent (NOI).

SUMMARY: The U.S. Department of
Energy (DOE) announces its intent to
prepare an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS), pursuant to the
National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA), for the High Flux Beam Reactor
(HFBR) at the Brookhaven National
Laboratory (BNL) in Upton, New York.
The EIS will evaluate the range of
reasonable alternatives regarding the

future of the reactor, as required by
NEPA, including: (1) No action
(maintaining HFBR in a shutdown and
defueled condition); (2) resume
operation at a power level of 30
megawatt (MW) or up to 60 MW; (3)
resume operation and enhance the
facility; and (4) permanent shutdown
with eventual decontamination and
decommissioning (D&D). DOE invites
individuals, organizations, and agencies
to present oral and/or written comments
concerning the scope of the EIS,
including the environmental issues and
alternatives the EIS should analyze.
DATES: The public scoping begins with
publication of this NOI in the Federal
Register and continues until January 23,
1998. Written comments submitted by
mail should be postmarked by that date
to ensure consideration. Comments
mailed after that date will be considered
to the extent practicable.

DOE will conduct public scoping
meetings to assist it in defining the
appropriate scope of the EIS, including
the significant environmental issues to
be addressed. DOE plans to hold
scoping meetings in the vicinity of BNL
in December 1997 and January 1998.
The December meeting will be held at
the following date, time and location:

December 10, 1997, Mastic Beach
Property Owners Association, 31
Neighborhood Road, Mastic Beach, New
York 11951; Time: 4:00 p.m.—9:00 p.m.

Locations of additional scoping
meetings to be held in January will be
announced through the local media as
soon as possible, but at least 15 days
prior to the date of the meetings.
ADDRESSES: Please direct comments or
suggestions on the scope of the EIS,
requests to speak at the public scoping
meetings, requests for special
arrangements to enable participation at
scoping meetings (e.g., interpreter for
the hearing-impaired) and questions
concerning the project to: Michael
Holland, Brookhaven Group, U.S.
Department of Energy, 53 Bell Avenue,
Bldg. 464, P.O. Box 5000, Upton, NY
11973-5000, (516) 344—-3552, telefax
(516) 344-1377, or by electronic mail to
mholland@bnl.gov.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
general information associated with the
research aspects of the HFBR, please
contact: Iran Thomas, Deputy Associate
Director, Office of Basic Energy
Sciences, Office of Energy Research,
U.S. Department of Energy, ER-10,
Germantown, MD 20874, telephone:
(301) 903-3427.

For technical information associated
with reactor operation, please contact:
Robert Lange, Associate Director, Office
of Facilities, Office of Nuclear Energy,
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U.S. Department of Energy, NE—40,
19907 Germantown Rd., Germantown,
MD 20874, telephone: (301) 903—-2915.

For general information on the DOE
NEPA process, please contact: Carol M.
Borgstrom, Director, Office of NEPA
Policy and Assistance, EH-42, U.S.
Department of Energy, 1000
Independence Avenue, S.W.,
Washington, D.C. 205850119,
telephone: (202) 586-4600 or leave a
message on (800) 472—-2756.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Background

The Brookhaven National Laboratory
was established in 1947 as a multi-
disciplinary scientific research center. It
is located close to the geographic center
of Suffolk County, Long Island, about 56
miles (91 kilometers) east of New York
City. The Laboratory site consists of 8.2
square miles (21.3 square kilometers,
2,130 hectares) with most principal
facilities located near the center. The
Laboratory carries out basic and applied
research in the following areas: High-
energy and nuclear physics; solid state
physics; materials sciences and
chemical sciences; nuclear medicine;
biomedical and environmental sciences;
and selected energy technologies.

The HFBR, which is centrally located
within the BNL site (about 1 mile from
the eastern site boundary and 1.5 miles
from the southern boundary), was
commissioned in 1965 as a scientific
facility dedicated to neutron scattering
research and other research programs in
solid state physics, nuclear physics,
materials technology, structural biology,
medicine and chemistry. Neutron
scattering techniques are used to study
the structure and properties of
materials. The HFBR has provided about
two-thirds of the Department’s
experimental capability at reactors for
neutron scattering.

The HFBR uses heavy water
(deuterium) for cooling and a highly
enriched uranium core to produce
beams of thermal neutrons that are
guided to experimental areas by nine
horizontal aluminum alloy tubes called
“‘beam tubes.” In addition, there are
seven vertical tubes for irradiating
research samples in the reactor. The
entire reactor and its control room are
enclosed within a confinement dome.
This reactor does not produce electric
power. The HFBR staff presently
consists of about 110 scientists,
engineers, technicians, and
administrative personnel. The HFBR
scientific user community numbers
about 300 researchers, including several
from Japan and Europe.

In some research areas the HFBR is
the best facility in the United States. For
example, the facility’s Small Angle
Neutron Scattering (SANS) capability is
regarded as a particularly useful
technique by structural biologists, who
represent a rapidly growing user
community for neutron scattering. The
HFBR SANS offers unique capabilities
for the study of biological samples and
is the best resource in the United States
for this type of work. In addition, the
HFBR’s Single Crystal Neutron
Diffraction equipment complements x-
ray techniques in determining the
structure of complex organic molecules
because of its ability to locate hydrogen
atoms. The HFBR facility has also been
used for radioisotope production,
neutron activation analysis, and
material irradiation.

The reactor was originally designed
for operation at a power level of 40
megawatts (MW). An equipment
upgrade in 1982 allowed operation at 60
MW, which greatly enhanced the
reactor’s scientific capability. Beginning
in 1991, the operating power of the
reactor was limited to 30 MW until
additional analysis could be performed
to address safety concerns associated
with a hypothetical loss of reactor
coolant accident while operating at 60
MW. Subsequent analyses, currently
under review as part of an on-going
Safety Analysis Report revision
program, indicate that the HFBR could
be safely operated at 60 MW. Scientific
users have recommended operating the
reactor at 60 MW, and that the
Department upgrade and modernize the
scientific instrumentation and other
features such as the beam tubes.

Current Status of HFBR

On December 21, 1996, the HFBR was
shut down for refueling and
maintenance, a routine activity which
normally occurs almost every month.
Before the reactor returned to scheduled
scientific operations, however,
monitoring indicated that a plume of
tritiated water was contaminating the
groundwater in excess of drinking water
standards south and down gradient of
the reactor. DOE, in cooperation with
the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA), New York State
Department of Conservation (NYSDEC),
and Suffolk County Department of
Health Services (SCDHS), immediately
initiated activities to identify and
eliminate the source of the tritium
plume. These activities, now
collectively called the Tritium
Remediation Project, continue as part of
the Department’s commitment to
remediate the contaminated
groundwater.

Data collection and analysis identified
the HFBR spent fuel pool as the likely
source of the tritium plume. In May
1997, a short-term removal action, in the
form of a groundwater extraction
system, was undertaken to ensure that
tritium contaminated groundwater in
excess of drinking water standards does
not leave the BNL site boundary.

The short-term removal action has
been incorporated into the site’s
cleanup program in accordance with the
Interagency Agreement among DOE,
EPA and NYSDEC entered into pursuant
to the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation and Liability
Act (CERCLA). A description of the
removal action taken, alternatives
considered, regulatory interaction, and
public participation activities associated
with the short-term removal action are
documented in the Action
Memorandum for Operable Unit 111
Tritium Removal Action, dated May 9,
1997, which is available in the reading
rooms identified in this notice.

The final remedial action will be
determined through the CERCLA
Operable Unit Il Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS)
process and will be based on additional
data collected, groundwater modeling,
and evaluations of various remediation
options, including those activities
which comprise the Tritium
Remediation Project. The CERCLA
Record of Decision that completes this
process is scheduled to be published in
the fall of 1998. The potential
environmental impacts associated with
this CERCLA action will be reflected
and accounted for in the environmental
analysis contained in the EIS.

In addition to the activities associated
with the cleanup of the contaminated
groundwater plume, all fuel has been
removed from the reactor and the pool
and shipped off-site in preparation for
removing all water from the fuel pool.
Decontamination and dewatering of the
storage pool is underway in order to
eliminate the current source of the
tritium to the groundwater beneath the
HFBR. Operation of the groundwater
plume pumping, treatment, and
recharge system continues. The
groundwater tritium plume has been
characterized and modeled, and
continues to be sampled and monitored.
Removal of the water from the spent
fuel pool is scheduled for completion by
the end of 1997.

Purpose and Need for the Agency
Action

The Department of Energy needs to
make a decision regarding the future of
the HFBR at BNL. This EIS will aid DOE
in its decisionmaking process. In July
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1997, the Department issued its “Action
Plan for Improved Management of
Brookhaven National Laboratory,”
which summarized the Department’s
planned process for deciding the future
of the HFBR. The Action Plan states that
the Secretary of Energy will decide the
future of the HFBR and directs an
appropriate environmental review
process. That review process consists of
this EIS on the HFBR, which will
incorporate the results of the tritium
remediation project being conducted in
conjunction with the ongoing CERCLA
process. The Secretary is scheduled to
decide upon a preferred alternative for
the future of the HFBR in early 1998 for
inclusion in this EIS. As stated in the
Action Plan, that decision will take into
account several factors, including:
public input from the local Long Island
community; input from the HFBR
scientific user community and the DOE
Basic Energy Sciences Advisory
Committee; and the value of the
scientific information produced using
the HFBR. The alternatives listed in this
Notice for evaluation in the EIS reflect
the full range of options available for the
future of the HFBR. The results of the
EIS scoping process will be considered
in selecting the preferred alternative.
The preferred alternative will be noted
in the Draft EIS, but the EIS will analyze
all reasonable alternatives, as required
by NEPA.

The Conference Report accompanying
Pub. L. 105-62, the Energy and Water
Development Appropriations Act of
1998, directed that an EIS be prepared
on the HFBR. The Report noted the
conferees’ expectation that the EIS
include a ““‘comprehensive survey of any
environmental hazards that the tritium
leak or other contamination associated
with the HFBR pose to the drinking
water and health of the people in the
surrounding communities, and that it
will provide a detailed plan for
remediation.” The EIS will provide this
analysis, while concurrently proceeding
with, the Tritium Remediation Project
and applicable Interagency Agreement
and CERCLA commitments. Long-term
remediation plans are being prepared
under the ongoing CERCLA program
and will be discussed with the local
community. Consistent with Congress’
direction, the EIS will summarize this
remediation plan and program, and
assess the HFBR’s potential for further
contributing to groundwater
contamination.

The Report also directed the
Department to drain the spent fuel pool,
meet the requirements outlined in the
Suffolk County Sanitary Code Article
12, complete seismic upgrades, and
repair and seal the floor drains. These

modifications and repairs, in addition to
those indicated in (3) below, are needed
to place the HFBR into a radiologically
and industrially safe condition,
regardless of which alternative is
selected for the future of the HFBR, and
do not result in any adverse
environmental impacts. Accordingly,
since these activities do not have an
adverse impact and do not limit the
choice of reasonable alternatives, DOE
intends to proceed with these activities
prior to completion of the EIS. These
modifications include repairs needed to
bring the HFBR into compliance with
applicable Federal, State, and local laws
and requirements, including the
requirements of Suffolk County Sanitary
Code Article 12, which is relevant to
reducing risks and preventing future
leaks from the facility to the
groundwater. These four specific
modifications and repairs include:

(1) Several floor joints and conduit
penetrations in the floor of the HFBR
would be repaired and sealed to ensure
that there is no leakage path to
groundwater from any accidental spill
within the reactor confinement
building. The potential for spills exists
during both reactor operations and
deactivation activities, when there
would be a need to move large
quantities of radioactive liquids into
tanks and drums for storage, treatment
or disposal.

(2) Several piping systems and sumps
in the HFBR would be modified and
repaired by replacing single-walled
piping and sumps with double-walled
components, or installing new
components above the floor, thus
meeting the requirements of Suffolk
County Sanitary Code 12 for protection
of groundwater. These systems would
be used during operations and during
deactivation activities to flush systems
and reduce contamination.

(3) The drains from the 350-foot tall
stack (handles exhaust gases from HFBR
and other nearby facilities) would be
repaired, along with the collection
piping and sump, to convert them from
a single-walled to a double-walled
system. This would enhance the
confinement integrity of the HFBR by
providing a barrier against potential
accidental release of radioactive
materials to groundwater.

(4) The HFBR control room and
operations level crane would be
reinforced to protect radiological
monitoring and control systems, as well
as operations personnel, in the event of
a design basis earthquake. The control
room and crane are needed to ensure
safe reactor operations or deactivation
activities.

The Department is also evaluating a
proposal to construct and install a
stainless steel liner in the spent fuel
pool during the preparation of the EIS.
The installation of this impervious liner
and appurtenant leak detection system
would result in the pool containing a
double-walled barrier to ensure that the
storage pool would not be a source of
groundwater contamination in the
future. DOE considers the storage pool
to be an essential component of the
HFBR regardless of whether or not the
reactor operates. It would be needed to
store spent fuel during operations.
During deactivation activities, it would
be used to handle various highly
radioactive reactor components which
must be dismantled or cut apart in
preparation for shipment offsite. Much
of this work would be conducted within
the storage pool. A usable pool may also
be necessary for maintenance of the
HFBR during an extended period of
time in its present shutdown condition.
As part of the CERCLA cleanup of
Operable Unit I1l, the Department
committed to construct and install the
liner prior to any use of the pool. As a
result, the spent fuel liner is included at
this time as part of all alternatives,
except No Action. DOE specifically
solicits comments on whether the liner
should be installed, along with the other
modifications and repairs, prior to
completion of this EIS. After hearing
public comments on this issue, the
Department may decide to include
installation of the liner as part of all
alternatives, including No Action.

Alternatives To Be Evaluated

While Pub. L. 105-62 prohibited the
use of funds made available under that
Act or any other act to restart the HFBR,
this EIS will analyze the following
reasonable alternatives for the future of
the HFBR, as required by NEPA:

No Action Alternative

Under this alternative, the reactor
would be maintained in the current
shutdown and defueled condition for
the indefinite future; the four
modifications and repairs listed above
would be performed. The Department
regards this as a non-preferred
alternative, because it does not resolve
the future of the HFBR.

Resume Operation Alternative

The earliest date that the reactor
could be restarted is October 1999,
following completion of the NEPA
process and all of the modifications and
repairs described above (including
installation of the spent fuel liner). This
alternative includes two subalternatives:
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a. Startup and operation of the reactor
at a power level of 30 MW (the power
level prior to the shutdown).

b. Startup and operation of the reactor
at a power level of 30 MW with a
planned increase in operation at a level
of up to 60 MW.

Resume Operation and Enhance Facility
Alternative

Under this alternative, the
Department would restart the reactor for
operation at a power level of up to 60
MW, and eventually replace the reactor
vessel to extend the life of the reactor,
and upgrade the reactor (e.g., add
scientific instruments) to enhance the
reactor’s scientific research capabilities
and increase the number of potential
reactor users. Because of budget
limitations, the Department regards this
as a non-preferred alternative.

Permanent Shutdown Alternative

Under this alternative, the HFBR
would be permanently shut down for
eventual decontamination and
decommissioning. Additional NEPA
review would be necessary in the future
for a proposal to decontaminate and
decommission the reactor. This
alternative would involve terminating
the scientific research mission of the
HFBR at BNL and placing the reactor in
an industrially and radiologically safe
condition for an extended period of time
until a proposal were made to
decontaminate and decommission the
reactor. While an analysis of the full and
complete decontamination and
decommissioning is beyond the scope of
this EIS, the potential environmental
impacts associated with
decontamination and decommissioning
will be analyzed to the extent possible.

At this time, the Department of
Energy has no preferred alternative. As
noted above, the Secretary of Energy
will designate a preferred alternative
based on the results of the scoping
process and other information in early
1998.

Preliminary Environmental Analysis

The following issues have been
tentatively identified for analysis in the
EIS. This list is neither intended to be
all-inclusive nor is it a predetermination
of potential environmental impacts. The
list is presented to facilitate comment
on the scope of the EIS. Additions to or
deletions from this list may occur as a
result of the public scoping process.

Health and Safety: potential public
and occupational consequences from
routine operation and credible accident
scenarios.

Waste Generation/Pollution
Prevention: types of wastes expected to

be generated and stored, pollution
prevention opportunities, and the
potential consequences to public safety
and the environment.

Hazardous Materials: handling,
storage, and use; waste management
both present and future.

Background Radiation: cosmic, rock,
soil, water, and air, and the potential
addition of radiation.

Water Resources: surface and
groundwater hydrology, use, and
quality, and the potential for
degradation.

Air Quality: meteorological
conditions, ambient background,
pollutant sources, and potential for
degradation.

Earth Resources: physiography,
topography, geology, and soil
characteristics.

Land Use: plans, policies and
controls.

Noise: ambient, sources, and sensitive
receptors.

Ecological Resources: wetlands,
aquatic, terrestrial, economically/
recreationally important species,
threatened and endangered species.

Socioeconomic: demography,
economic base, labor pool, housing,
transportation, utilities, public services/
facilities, education, recreation, and
cultural resources.

Natural Disasters: floods, hurricanes,
tornadoes, and seismic events.
Unavoidable Adverse Impacts.

Natural and Depletable Resources:
requirements and conservation
potential.

Environmental Justice: any potential
disproportionately high and adverse
impacts to minority and low income
populations.

Alternatives other than those
presented in this document may warrant
examination, and new issues may be
identified for evaluation.

Scoping Meetings

The purpose of this NOI is to
encourage public involvement in the
EIS process and to solicit public
comments on the proposed scope and
content of the EIS. DOE will hold public
scoping meetings in the BNL area to
solicit both oral and written comments
from interested parties.

DOE will designate a facilitator for the
scoping meetings. The facilitator may
ask for clarification of statements to
ensure that representatives of the DOE
fully understand the comments and
suggestions. The scoping meetings will
not be conducted as evidentiary
hearings nor will there be questioning of
the commentors. At the opening of each
meeting the facilitator will establish the
order of speakers and will announce any

additional procedures necessary for
conducting the meetings. To ensure that
all persons wishing to make a
presentation are given the opportunity,
a five-minute limit may be enforced for
each speaker, with the exception of
public officials and representatives of
groups, who will be allotted ten minutes
each. DOE encourages those providing
oral comments to also submit them in
writing. Comment cards will also be
available for those who prefer to submit
their comments in written form.

DOE will make transcripts of the
scoping meetings and project-related
materials available for public review in
the following reading rooms:

1. U.S. Department of Energy,
Freedom of Information Public Reading
Room, Forrestal Building, Room 1E—
190, 1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.,
Washington, D.C. 20585, Telephone:
(202) 586-3142.

2. Brookhaven National Laboratory
Research Library, Bldg. 477A
Brookhaven Ave., Upton, NY 11973,
Telephone: (516) 344—-3483.

3. Longwood Public Library, 800
Middle Country Rd., Middle Island, NY
11953, Telephone: (516) 924-6400.

4. Mastics-Moriches-Shirley
Community Library, 301 William Floyd
Parkway, Shirley, NY 11967, Telephone:
(516) 399-1511.

Other environmental materials
available at these locations or through
the Suffolk County Interlibrary Loan
System include BNL’s 1977 Site-wide
EIS, Annual Site Environmental
Reports, and the CERCLA
Administrative record for cleanup
activities.

NEPA Process

The EIS for the HFBR will be
prepared according to the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, the
Council on Environmental Quality’s
Regulations for Implementing the
Procedural Provisions of NEPA (40 CFR
Parts 1500-1508), and DOE’s NEPA
Regulations (10 CFR Part 1021).

The draft EIS is scheduled to be
published in the summer of 1998. A 45-
day comment period on the draft EIS is
planned, and public hearings to receive
comments will be held approximately
three weeks after distribution of the
draft EIS. Availability of the draft EIS,
the dates of the public comment period,
and information about the public
meetings will be announced in the
Federal Register and in the local news
media when the draft EIS is distributed.

The final EIS, which will incorporate
public comments received on the draft
EIS, is expected in November 1998. No
sooner than 30 days after a notice of
availability of the final EIS is published
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in the Federal Register, DOE will issue
its Record of Decision and publish it in
the Federal Register. The Record of
Decision is expected to be issued in
December 1998.

Signed in Washington, D.C., this 19th day
of November, 1997.
Peter N. Brush,
Acting Assistant Secretary, Environment,
Safety and Health
[FR Doc. 97-30821 Filed 11-21-97; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6450-01-P

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Idaho Operations Office; Notice of
Intent To Solicit Applications for
Financial Assistance Grants

AGENCY: Department of Energy.
ACTION: Notice of intent to solicit
applications for financial assistance
grants.

SUMMARY: The U.S. Department of
Energy is announcing its intent to solicit
applications for awards of financial
assistance (i.e., grants) for state-of-the-
art research that contributes to any of
the following eight areas: reactor
physics, reactor engineering, nuclear
materials, radiological engineering,
radioactive waste management, applied
radiation science, nuclear safety and
risk analysis, and innovative
technologies for next generation
reactors, space power and propulsion,
or radiation sources.

DATES: The anticipated issuance date of
Solicitation Number DE-PS07—
981D13604 is December 1, 1997. A copy
of the solicitation in its full text may be
obtained on the Internet at http://
www.inel.gov/doeid/proc-div.html
under Current Solicitations. The
deadline for receipt of applications will
be approximately 52 days after issuance
of the solicitation.

ADDRESSES: Applications will be
submitted to: Dallas L. Hoffer,
Procurement Services Division, U.S.
Department of Energy, Idaho Operations
Office, 850 Energy Drive, Mail Stop
1221, Idaho Falls, Idaho 83401-1563.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Dallas Hoffer, Contract Specialist at
(208) 526-0014 or Brad Bauer,
Contracting Officer at (208) 526—0090;
U.S. Department of Energy, Idaho
Operations Office, 850 Energy Drive,
Mail Stop 1221, Idaho Falls, Idaho
83401-1563.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
solicitation will be issued pursuant to
10 CFR 600.6(b) Eligibility for awards
under this Nuclear Engineering
Education Research (NEER) Program

will be restricted to colleges and
universities with nuclear engineering
degree programs. The purpose of the
NEER Program is to (1) support basic
research in nuclear engineering; (2)
assist in developing nuclear engineering
students; and (3) contribute to
strengthening the academic
community’s nuclear engineering
infrastructure.

The statutory authority for the
program is Pub. L. 95-91.

Issued in ldaho Falls November 17, 1997.
Michael L. Adams,
Acting Director, Procurement Services
Division.
[FR Doc. 97-30796 Filed 11-21-97; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6450-01-P

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Commericialization Assistance for
Awardees in the Small Business
Innovation Research (SBIR) Program,
Financial Assistance Solicitation No.
DE-FC02-98ER12217

AGENCY: DOE, Chicago Operations
Office.

ACTION: Notice inviting financial
assistance applications.

SUMMARY: The Department of Energy
(DOE) Office of Energy Research (OER)
announces its interest in receiving
applications to enhance the
commercialization of SBIR recipients’
technology. The Department may select
more than one offeror for award under
this solicitation. The selected offeror(s)
may provide SBIR Awardees with
individualized assistance in preparing
business plans and developing
presentation materials for raising capital
or finding strategic partners to support
the commercialization of their SBIR
technology.

The Solicitation is available on the
DOE Chicago Internet Home Page at
http: //www.ch.doe.gov/business/
ACQ.htm with proposals due December
15, 1997. Any modifications to the
solicitation will continue to be posted
on the Internet. Please note that users
are not alerted when the solicitation is
issued or when modifications are
posted. Prospective offeror(s) are
therefore advised to check the above
Internet address on a daily basis. The
Solicitation is available on the CH
Acquisition Page (see address below).
DATES AND ADDRESSES: The complete
solicitation document is available on the
Internet by accessing the DOE Chicago
Internet Home Page at
http://www.ch.doe.gov/business/
ACQ.htm under the heading “Current
Acquisition Activities” Solicitation No.

DE-FC02-98ER12217. Applications are
due no later than 5:00 p.m. local time,
on December 15, 1997. Awards are
anticipated by January, 1998.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Completed applications referencing
Solicitation No. DE-FC02—98ER12217
must be submitted to the U. S.
Department of Energy, Chicago
Operations Office, Attn: Peter R.
Waldman, Bldg. 201, Rm. 3F-11, 9800
South Cass Avenue, Argonne, IL 60439—
4899. As a result of this solicitation,
DOE may award two(2) cooperative
agreements. Available funding,
irrespective of the number of offerors
selected, is $250,000.00 in FY 1998, and
follow-on funding of approximately
$250,000.00 for FY99 and FY2000.

The solicitation invites applications
which are limited to small business
organizations. Eligibility to submit a
proposal is restricted to small
businesses. The SBIR program is a small
business set-aside program. A small
business award recipient will provide
more credibility to SBIR participants.
Past experience with previous
commercialization assistance projects
confirms that small businesses develop
stronger and more productive business
relationships with another company
that has dealt with business problems
similar to their own.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Peter R. Waldman, Acquisition and
Assistance Group, Chicago Operations
Office, 9800 South Cass Avenue,
Argonne, lllinois 60439; Telephone No.
(630) 252-2189, Fax No. (630) 252—
5045, or by e-mail at
peter.waldman@ch.doe.gov.

Issued in Chicago, Illinois on November
17, 1997.

James R. Bieschke,

Director, Operations Division.

[FR Doc. 97-30786 Filed 11-21-97; 8:45 am)]
BILLING CODE 6450-01-P

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission

[Docket No. RP97-171-011]

ANR Pipeline Company; Notice Of
Proposed Changes In FERC Gas Tariff

November 18, 1997.

Take notice that on November 13,
1997, ANR Pipeline Company (ANR)
tendered for filing as part of its FERC
Gas Tariff, Second Revised Volume No.
1, tariff sheets to be effective November
1, 1997.

ANR states that the purpose of this
filing is to comply with the
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[Federal Register: December 24, 1996 (Velume 63, Humben 247))
[NULJ.A'_'E!]

|Page TL285-T1286]

From the Federal Register Online via GPO Access [wWals.access.gpo.gov]
[T201D: fr2ddaB=-65]

ol N R O =R a RN L —tee o

ENVIRONMENTAL FROTECTION AGENCY

[ER-FRL-5499-2]

Frviropmental Impact Statemsnte; Notice of Rwailabillty

RESFONSTBLE AGENCY: Office of Federal Activities, Senstal Information
(202} %54-7187T OR (202) 564=-T153.

Weekly receipt of Envircnmental Impact Statements Filed December
14, 1993 Through December 18, 1938 Pursuant to 40 CFR 1506.%.

BI5 Ma, DB05L0, FIMAL SUPFLEMENT, NOA, Atlantic Sea Scallop,
Placopecten Magellanicus, (Gm=lin), Fighery Managament FPlan (FMFPl.
Updated and Additicnal Informatisn, Amendment We, 7, Duer January 235,
1993, Contact: Kethi Rodrigques (9278] 281-3300.

ETS Wo. 980511, FIMAL SUPFLEMENT, WOR, AK, Groundfish Fishery of the
Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Area and Groundfish of the Gull of
Blaska, Implementation of Groundfish Total Allowable Catch
Specifications and Prehibited Species Catch Limits Under the Ruthority
of the Fishery Management Flans, AK, Contact: Stewen Fennoyer (907
585-7221. Under See, 1506.104d) of the Council on Environmental Quality
Regulations for Implemsnting the Frocedural Prewvialona of the National
Enviremmeptal Policy Ret the U5 Environmental Frotection Agency has
Granted a 30-Day Wavier fep the above EIS.

FI4 Wa. 9A0NS512, FINAL EIS, AF3, CR, Desolation Wilderness Management
Cuidelines Revisions for the Eldorads Wational Forsat and the Lake
Taheo Basin Management Unit (LTEMU), Limits of Acceptable Change (LACT,
Eldorade County, GA, [ust January 25, 19%3, Contact: Dalna Erickson
[5E0) 622-5061.

ETS Na. 980513, FIMAL EIS, USH, BA, Maval RAir Warfare Center Aircraft
Division {MAWCAD] Werminater, Disposal apd Reuss=, Bucks County, BA,
Due: Jenuery 5, L9949, Centact: Murt ©, Frederick {610} 585-0728.

EXIZ Wo. 980514, DRAFT EIS, DOE, SC, Savannah Biver Site Spent Mucleat
Fuel Management Flan, Implemsntation, Alken County, 3C, Dua: Pebruary
08, 199%, Contact:s Andrew B. Grainger {803} 725-1523,

E%5 Mo. 980515, DRAFT EIS, DOE, TN, WY, IL, NM, Spallation Neutrom
Houbce (SM3) Facility Construction and Operation, Tmplemsntation and
Site Selection, Oak Bidge Hational Laboratory, Oak Ridge, TH; Argonne
Hational labaratery, Argonne, IL; Beookhawven MNational Laboratory,
Upton, HY; and Los Alamos Mational Laboratory, Los Alamos, NM, Due:
Fehruary 06, 1998, Contastp David Wilfart (B00] #27-9964.

ET5 Ho. 80516, FINAL SUPPLEMENT, UME, <A, Sewage Effluent Compliance
prodect, Updated and Additiensl Information, Implementation, Tower
Santa Margarita Basin, Marine Corps Base Camp Perdleteon, San Diege
Counly, CR, Due: January 2%; 129%, Contact: Wickie Tayler [613) 532-
annT,

EIS Mo, 960517, CRAFT EIS, FHW, HI, Puainakeo Streel Extension and
Widening, ¥raffic Circulation Imprtovements, Funding, South Hilo, Hawaii
County, HI, Due: Februapry 22, 1999, Contact: Abraham Wong (808) S41-
2700 .

EI% No. 9E0S18, FINAL FIS, IBR, CA, Central Valley Froject, Municipal
and Industrial Water Supply Contracts under Public Law 101-514 [(Section
206y, Sacramento County Water Agency and San Juan Water Discrict, City
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of ¥olsom, Sacramento County, CA, Due: Januvary 25, 19399, Contact: Cecil
Legley {(916) 989-7221.

ETS No. 980519, FINAL EIS, AFS, AL, Wincdmill Range Allotment Management
Plan, Cattle Grazing Use, Implementation, Coconince National. Forest,
Mormon Lake, Peaks and Sedona Ranger pistricts, Ccconino

i[bage 71286)]

and Yavapai Counties, AZ, pue: January 25, 19299, Contact: Mike
Hannpemann (520) 774-1147.

Dated: December 21, 1998.
William D. Dickerson,
Director, NEPA Compliance Division, Office of Federal Activities.
[FR Doc. 98-34132 Filed 12-23-98; B:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560-50-P
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{Federal Register: November 3, 1998 (Volume 63, Number 212)]
[Notices}

[Page 59292]

From the Federal Reglster Online via GPO Access [wais.access.gpo.gov]
[DOCID: £r03noc98-47)

DEPARTMENT CF ENERGY

Notice of Wetlands and Floodplain Inveolvement for Siting,
Construction, and Operation of the Spallation Neutron Source

AGENCY: U.S. Department of Energy.

ACTION: Notice of Wetland and Floodplain Involvement.

SUMMARY: The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE! proposes to site,
construct, and operate a Spallation Neutron Source (SN3)}. The proposed
SNS facility would consist of a proton accelerator system; a spallation
target; and appropriate experimental areas, laboratories, offices, and
support facilities to allow ongoing and expanded programs of neutron
research. DOE has identified Ffour alternative sites for this project:
Oak Ridge National Taboratory, Qak Ridge, Tennessee (the preferred
alternative); Argonne National Laboratory, Argonne, Illincois; Los
Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico; and Brookhaven
National Labecratory, Upton, New York.

The proposed sites at ORNL and ANL include small wetlands. In
addition, a portion of the site at ANL lies within a 100-year
fleodplain. In accordance with DOE regulations for floodplain and
wetlands environmental review (10 CFR part 1022), DOE will prepare a
wetland/floodplain assessment and will perform this proposed action in
a manner so as to avoid or minimize potential harm to or within the
affected wetlands and floodplain. This assessment will address
potential mitigation measures and practicable siting alternatives and
will be included in the EIS. The Statement of Findings will be
incorporated in the Final EIS.

DATES: Within the next few months, a Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) for the Spallation Neutren Source will be issued for
public comment for a period of at least 45 days. Comments in response
to this Netice may be submitted to the address below at any time
threugh the end c¢f the DEIS public comment period.

ADDRESSES: Please direct comments to: David K. Wilfert, U.S. Department
of Energy, Oak Ridge Operations Office, 200 Administration Road, 146/
FEDC, Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37831, telephone: (800} 927-9964, facsimile:
(423) 576-4542, cr e-mail NSN3EIS@ornl.gov.

For general NEPA information, please contact Carol Borgstrom, U.S.
Department of Energy, Office of NEPA Policy and Asgistance, 1000
Independence Avenue, S5W, Washington, DC 20585, telephone: {202) 586-
4600.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For general information associated
with the Spallation Neutron Source, please contact: Jeffrey C. Hoy, SN8
Program Manager, Office of Basic Energy Sciences, Office of Energy
Research, U.5. Department of Energy, ER-13, Germantown, MD 20874-1280,
telephone: {301) $%03-4924. Further information on this proposed action
and wetlands assessment can be obtained from David K. Wilfert at the
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above address.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The proposed SNS facility weould consist of a
proton accelerator system, a spallation source to produce neutreon
pulses, and appropriate experimental areas, laboratories, offices, and
support facilities to allow ongeing and expanded programs of neutron
research. DOE proposes to censtruct and operate the SNS at one of four
alternative sites in the United States. The preferred alternative being
evaluated in the EI3 is to construct the SN3 at the Oak Ridge National
Laboratory (ORNL}, ©Oak Ridge, Tennessee, Other alternative locations
for the SNS included in the EIS are Argonne National Laboratory (ANL),
Argonne, Illinois; Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL), Los Alamos,
New Mexico; and Brookhaven National Laboratory (BNL), Upton, New York.

Construction of the SNS at the proposed ORNL site would inveoive the
taking of two small palustrine emergent wetlands on the Chestnut Ridge
construction site. These two wetlands have a combined area of 0.05
hectares (0.12 acres). One of these small wetlands is an emergent
wetland in an isolated depression. It is adjacent to another small
wetland that lies immediately adjacent to Chestnut Ridge Reoad near
where it crosses White Oak Creek. The depression does not appear to
have a surface outlet to the swale or to nearby White Oak Creek.
Upgrades needed to Chestnut Ridge Road and the laying of a gas pipeline
would encroach on these areas and result in the loss of the 0.05
hectares of wetlands. A third wetland with an area of 0.65 hectares
(1.6 acres) could receive increased runoff and siltation during
construction activities, Appropriate runoff mitigation measures would
be employed te minimize any effects to this wetland.

As proposed, construction of the SNS at the ANL alternative site
would involve the loss of a 1.4 hectares (3.5 acres) of palustrine
emergent wetlands that would lie within the proposed SNS facility
footprint at ANL. In accordance with Section 404 of the Federal Clean
Water Act, a permit from the U,S5. Army Corps of Engineers would be
sought for construction in these wetlands and for possible plans to
mitigate the losses as necessary, should the SN5 be built at the ANL
site.

In accordance with DOE regulations for compliance with floodplain
and wetlands environmental rewview requirements {10 CFR part 1022}, DOE
will prepare a floodplain and wetlands assessment for this proposed DOE
action. The assessment and a flocdplain statement of findings will be
included in the environmental impact statement being prepared for the
proposad project in accordance with the National Environmental Policy
Act.

Issuved in Washington, DC, this 22d day of Octcher, 1998.
Martha A, Krebs,
Director, Office of Energy Research.
[FR Doc. 98-29438 Filed 11-2-98; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6450-01-P
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Appendix E
Example Transmittal Memos

*United States Governmemw —  Department of Energy

memorandum

DATE:
REFLY TO
ATTN OF.

SUBJECT:

T

Aprit 2, 1989
Office of NEPA Policy and Assistance:Jessee:202/586-7600

Approval of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Spallation Neutron
Source (SNS){DOE/EIS-0247)

Martha A. Krebs
Director
Office of Science

The Office of Environment, Safety and Health has reviewed the subject Final EIS in
accordance with our responsibilities under Department of Energy Order 451.1A regarding
compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act, as requested in your March 11,
1999, memorandum. Based on my staff's review and recommendaticns, and after
consulting with the Office of General Counsel, | have determined that the Final ElSis
adequate for publitation and distribution subject to incorporation of the attached comments,
Al a meeting with your staff on March 12, 1998, and in subsequent telephone conversations,
the Office of NEPA Policy and Assistance and General Counsel staff discussed our major
comments and reached agreement on their resolution.

The Office of NEPA Policy and Assistance will continue to assist your Office in filing the

Final [EiS with the U.S, Environmental Protection Agency and other distribution matters.
Please have your staff direct any questions to Jim Danlel at 202/586-9760.

David Michaegls:™PhD, MP
Assistant Secretary
Environment, Safety and Health
Attachment

ce: David Wilfert, SC-111, NEPA Document Manager
Clarence Hickey, SC-8.2, NEPA Compliance Officer

@ Printed on recycled papet
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Department of Energy
Washington, DC 20585

July 19, 1898

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY

THROUGH:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

ISSUE.

Ernest J. Moniz
Under Secretary

David Michaels, PhD, MPI1 / ”
Assistant Secretary

Environment, Safety and Health

ACTION: Approve the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (E1S)
for the High Flux Beam Reactor (IIFBR) Transition Project,
Brookhaven National Laboratory (BNL), NY (DOE/EIS-0219D)

The Office of Science has submitted the Draft EIS for the HFBR
Transition Project for approval. (Summary attached.} The Draft EIS
evaluates four alternatives: (1) the No Action Alternative (maintaining
HFBR. in a shutdown and defueled conditioa}, (2) Resume Operation
Alternative with two subalternatives; operate at 30 Megawatts (MW)
and at up to 60 MW, (3) Resume Operation and Enhance Facility
Alternative (operate at 60 MW with upgrades); and (4) Permanent
Shutdown Alternative. The Draft BIS analyses indicate no significant
impacts to public health or the environment under any of the four
alternatives.

The Department of Energy (DOE) needs to make a decision regarding
the future of the HFBR, The reactor was shut down for refueling in
December 1996. Before it could be restarted, DOE discovered trittum
contamination in the groundwater downgradient from the HFBR.

DOE’s "Action Plan for Improved Management of Brookhaven
National Lahoratory” (July 1997) states that the Secretary of Energy
will decide the future of the HFBR and directs an appropriate
environmental review process. That process consists of this EIS, which
incorporates the results of the ongoing tritium remediation project.

The Conference Report accompanying the Energy and Water
Development Appropriations Act, 1998, while prohibiting the use of
funds for restarting HFBR, also called for DOE to prepare an EIS. The
funding prohibition for the restart of HFBR was reaffirmed in the
Energy and Water Development Appropriations Act, 1999. The draft
Fiscal Year 2000 Senate Energy and Water Development Bill, section
604, again prohibits using any funds for the restart of the HFBR.
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There is considerable controversy regarding the future of HFBR. Several stakeholders,
including Standing for Truth About Radiation (STAR) and the Community Alliance for
Laboratory Accountability (CALA), object to the restart of HFBR due primarily to
concerms about tritium contamination of Long Island's sole source aquifer. However,
there is support from the scientific community, including the Basic Bnerpy Science
Advisory Committee, for HFBR to be restarted because of the continuing need for
neutron research. There is also support for restart fiom local civic and business
organizations. Following completion of remediation, analyses conducted in the EIS
indicate that the tritium level in the groundwater at the site boundary would be
significantly below the national and the State of New York drinking water standards,
and any contribution of tritjum to the groundwater from BNL in general and HFBR in
particular would be insignificant. An independent review by the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission concluded that the tritium plume does not present a radiological hazard to
public health and safety. In addition, the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and
Technology, which operates HFBR. for the Cffice of Science, indicates its confidence
that the reactor can be restarted and operated in a safe and cost-effective manner.

The Council on Environmental Quality Regulations (40 CFR. 1502.14) require that the
Department must specify a preferred alternative in a draft EIS if it has one ar the time
of publication. The HFBR Draft FIS does not currently identify a preferred alternative,

although the No Action, and the Resume Operation and Enhance Facility Alternatives,
are identified as non-preferred.

The Office of Environment, Safety and Health, in consultation with the Office of
General Counsel, believes the Draft EIS is adequate, subject to incorporation of
comments that have been provided to SC staff. The Office of General Counsel believes

that there is a high likelihood that the Final EIS will be challenged in coust should the
DOE decide to restart HFBR.

A communications plan is attached.
NEXT STEPS: After approval, the Draft EIS will be printed, distributed, and filed with the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency. A 90-day public comment period is planned.
Bublic hearing(s) are also planned to be held in the vicinity of BNL,
RECOMMENDATION:  That the Secretary approve the Draft EIS.

Approve:;

Disapprove:

Date:

Concurrences; General Counsel/Dennison _6/23/99; Nuclear Energy/Magwood _6/22/99
Office of Science/Krebs 6/21/99; Congressional & Intergovernmental Affairs/Angell 7/16/99
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DOE #3256
G amy EFS OFy

United States Government

memorandum

pate September 17, 1998

REPLY TO
amor Energy Ressarch

Department of Energy

SUBJEST: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Spallation Neutron Sourte Project

TO: Peter N. Brush, Acting Assistant Secretary
Office of Environment,-Safety and Health

| am forwarding for Office of Environtent, Safety and Health (EH) approval, the Draft

Envirehmentat Impact Statement (DEIS} for the Spallation Neutren Source (SNS) project. | also request
that your office coordinate with and obtain concurrence on this document from the Office of the General
Counsel (BC), and upon approval, arrange to have the Nofice of Availability (NOA) published in the
Federal Register. A draft of the NOA will be provided to your office after Energy Research has received
comments from EH and GGC. in fiis regard, staff from EM-42 and GC-81 have been invelved in the
NEPA. process for this proposed action and have received courtesy copies of this DEIS.

Enetgy Research would appreciate your help in approving this DEIS to meat the SNS project's schedule
for an Issuance of the document by October 16, 1998, for a 45-day public comment period. To that end,
the SNS EIS Document Manager and members of my staff would like to meet with EH-422 at DOE
Headquarers on Sepiember 30, 1998, fo discuss and resolve any comments on this DEIS. While
realizing that EH-422 has also agreed to informally review the preliminary DEIS for the High Flux Beam
Reactor Transition Project, ER requests that the DEIS for SNS receive first priority within EH.

The Energy Research points of contact on this matter are the Energy Research NEPA Compliance
Officer, Clarence Hickey (3-2314), and the SNS Program Managaer, Jeff Hay (3-4924).

Dbl Kot

Martha A. Krebs
Director
Office of Enetgy Research
Attachment

cC;

D. Wilson, Energy Research

J, Carney, Energy Research

W. Dennison, General Counsel

A. Watkins, Oak Ridge Operations
D. Wilfert, Oak Ridge Operations
M. Butler, Brookhaven Area Office
E. Colton, Los Alamos Area Office
A. Gabel, Argonne Area Office
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memorandum

ATTH OF:

SUBJECT

T

DATE! SEP 15 ]998

REFLY 10

Energy Research

ACTION: Transmit Draft Environmental impact Staternent (EIS) for the Spallation
Neutron Source (SNS) Project

Martha A. Krebs, Director
Office of Energy Research

ISSUE: Submission of the predecisional internal draft of the SNS EIS to EH
requesting review and approval for public release by October 16, 1998,

SENSITIVITIES: Short turnaround is being requested for £H review and approval In
order to issue a Record of Decision for siting the SNS in April 1999, which Is already
over a month behind schedule. o

In addition, you shbutd be aware that there are a few sensitive issues associated with
the four afternative SNS sites. These are briefly summarized below by site:

Dak Ridge Alternative Site {Preferred Option)

First and foremost, there have been no significant environmental or public heaith
impacts identified that would lead to shifting the prefesred option from Oak Ridge to
one of the three other alternative sites. The Chestnut Ridge location at the Oak
Ridge Reservation (ORR) was selected through a rigorous screening process that
aimed to avoid environmentally sensitive areas and minimize potentlal impacts.
Chestnut Ridge, howaver, does have some relatively minor environmenia! issues that
are addressed in the EIS: '

+ Greenfield versus Brownfield Site

Some members of the public around Oak Ridge (including one who has writ.ten
anonymous letters, to the Vice President arnong others) have voiced objectmn.s .
about siting SNS on Chestnut Ridge because of its pristine condition anf:] Rroxlmlty
10 the Walker Branch Watershed Research Area (see next bullet). lThe !nitlal siting
study of ORR candidate locations found that there were no brownﬂqld s1te_s large
enough to accommadate the 110 acre footprint of the SNS. The Clinch River
Breeder Reactor site, mentioned in the anonymous letters, was cpnsidc_ared and
rejected because DOE does not own it: This Issue Is addressed in the EIS
(Appendix BY, and QRO and ORNML are prepared to respond to any public
comments on i,
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-

+ Interference with the Walker Branch Watershed Research Area

The Chestnut Ridge site.is within the better zone designed to protect the Watker
Branch Watershed - a long-term environmental research area which is focated
about 1.5 km away. Atmospheric research is being conducted there by ORNL and
NOAA. Although construction and operation of the SNS will probably interfere to
some degree with this research, ORO and ORNL have been in working with NOAA
to find ways to mitigate these impacts. ‘

* Radiolegical Effects

While the EIS has not identified any significant environmental or public heaith
-sffects from operating SNS at OQak Ridge, SNS operations would double the
calculated dose to-the maximally exposed individual at ORR from 0.45 mrem to
0.82 mrem for SNS operations at 1 MW, and quadruple the dose to 2.0 mrem for
4 MW operation. The analysis of potential accidents has identified 25 scenarios
that would be expected to release radioactivity to the atmosphere. The quantities
of radioactive materials thal could be refeased in the majority of those scenarlios
are so smali that no worker or member of the public would be expected to receive
a dese of more than 0.001 mrem, One pdstulated beyond design basis accident is

calculated to deliver & maximum dose of 1,600 mrem to a member of the public
and 1,800 mrem 1o a worker.

* Wetlands

Construction of SNS will require using 0.14 acre of wetlands, plus the potential to
temporarily affect other adjacent wetlands. A wellands assessment process is
being combined with the NEFA process. The result of the wetlands assessment
and a statement of findings will be included in the Record of Decision.

Los Alamos Altemative Site
+ Groundwaler and Drinking Water

Water for all uses by the SNS at the LANL site would come from groundwater.
The EIS estimates that the increased load on the groundwater resources due to
placemant of the SNS at LANL could impact water levels and create competition
with private and local water users for water resources. Additionally, the
incremental demand of SNS operations likely would exceed the maximum delivery
capacity of the water distribution system,

» Electric Power
Thae elactric power system serving LANL Is currently operating near capacity, and
future projections on electric power use from LANL already indlicate that demand

will exceed capacity. The incremental addition of SNS 1o the existing electric
_systorn would be problematic.
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» Radiological Effects

No significant radiological impacts have been identified for siting and operating of
the SNS at LANL. The total dose from LANL to the maximally exposed individual
has been estimated in the current LANL Draft Site-Wide EIS to range from 1.88 -
3.44 mrem/yr. via the air pathway, while the offsite population dose is estimated o
range from 11 - 33 person-rem/yr. This range is dependent on the alternatives
analyzed in the LANL EIS. Operating SNS at LANL would increase these doses to
5.68 mreim/yr. and 42.4 person-remfyr. '

Argonne Alternative Sit

+ Wetlands and Floodpiains

Construction of the SNS at AML would result in the destruction of 3.5 acres of
wetlands. Mitigation would probably require ANL. to create new wetlands to
replace those lost. This would be similar to the meastires taken to compensate for
wetlands destroyed during construction of the APS. The Army Corps of Engineers
monitored the success of that wetlands replacement effort over a five year period,
and they judged it to be unsuccessful (for which ANL received a Notice of
Viclation). Hence, any future wetiands replacement efforts at ANL would probably
receive cloge scrutiny by the Corps of Engineers. In addition, the location of SNS
at ANL. would encroach on portions of the 100-yr fioodplain and require alterations
of drainage patterns, which would in turn have to be analyzed for conformance to
floadplain regulations,

+ -Construction and Environmental Restoration

Earthmoving for construction of the SNS would potentially destroy several solid
waste management units. Without remediation prior to SNS construction,
contamination could be spread to uncontaminated areas. Reallstically,
construction at ANL. would have to be significanily delayed until these
environmental restoration concerns vould be addressed.

* Radiological Dose increases

Whila no significant radiclogical impacts have been identified for siting the SNS at
ANL, its operation would increase the doses received by the public by an order of
magnitude or more. The total dose from ANL to the maximally exposed individual
currently is estimated to be 0,053 mremiyr via the alr pathway; while the offsite
population dose is 2.64 person-remfyr. Addition of the SNS (operating at 1 MW)
would increase these doses to 1.8 mrem and 47 person-rem respactively. A 4 MW
SNS facility would increase the doses to 8.6 mrem/yr and 190 pers‘on-remly{
respectively, an incremental increase of about two orders of magnitude. While
these are small doses, the increases in the tolal site generated doses wouid be
relatively large,
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Brookhaven Alternative Sile

+ Groundwater Activation

At BNL, the SNS would be situated near the northern end of the site near RHIC,
and on top of the sole source Long Istand Upper Glactal Aquifer. Its operation
would result in activated soil and groundwater in the areas surrounding the linac
tunnel. The levels of activated groundwater are expected to be very smaill, with
only limited effects for groundwater quality in the immediate vicinlty of SNS.
Although no offsite effects or consequences are foreseen, some members of the
local community are likely to object to siting another radiological facility at BNL.,

Due to the proximity of $NS and RHIC, the potential exists for the commingling
within groundwater of radionuclides from the two facilities. While this is not
expected o be a significant impact and no offsite effects are predicted, the
cumulative impact analysls In the EVS discusses RHIC and HFBR. The DOE
Brookhaven Group is concerned that this may draw undesirable attention to those

facilities by the local community during the public comment phase of the SNS EIS
process.

Lastly, it is possible that the SNS EIS and the HFBR Transition Project EIS may be
distributed for public review within a short time of each other. This will tend to
draw further public attention 1o radiological matters at BNL.

« Radiological Dose Increases

No significant radiclogical impacts have been Identified for operating SNS at BNL.
The total dose from BNL to the maximally exposed individual is estimated to be
0.06 mremfyr via the air pathway, while the offsite population dose is estimated 10
be 3.2 person-remiyr. Operating SNS at 1 MW there would increase these doses
to 0.67 mrem and 33 person-rem, respectively. Operations at 4 MW wouild
increase the doses to 2.6 mrem and 130 person-rem. While these doses are still

quite small, they will probably be viewed unfavorably by critics in the local
community. .
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RECOMMENDATION: That you sign the attached memorandum to Peter Brush,
Acting Assistant Secretary, Office of Environment, Safety and Health,

‘Patricia M. Dehmer :
Asseciate Director of Energy Research
for the Office of Basic Energy Sciences

Attachment

ce:
D Wilson, Energy Research
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memorandum

DATE: November 25, 1998

REPLY TO
atTHoF:  Office of NEPA Policy and Assistance (Jesses:202-586-7600)

sumEeT  Spaliation Neutron Source Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DOE/EIS-0247)

T Martha A, Krebs
Director
Office of Science

This is in'response 1o your Septembiar 17, 1998, memorandum requesting approval of the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed Spallation Neutron Source
(POE/EIS-0247).

The Office of Environment, Safely and Health has reviewed and commented on the draft
snvironmental impact statement, in accordance with our responsibilities under Department of
Energy Order 451.1A, Natlonal Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Compliance Program. My
staff has worked with your staff, the Office of General Counsel and the Oak Ridge Operafions
Office In a concurrent review process. On September 30, 1998, my staff met with SC and
Oak Ridge staff to discuss major issue comments. Oak Ridge provided a revised draft
document to us on November 13, 1998, which responds to many of those cemmentis. Further
revisions were provided on Novembar 23. The Spallation Neutron Source NEPA Document
Manager has committed to accommodate our comments on the November draft of the
document. Based on the review of rny staff and after consultation with the Offica of General
Cournssl, [ have determined that the draft anvironmantal impact statement is adequate for
publication and distribution, subject 1o your acceptance and accommaodation of commants we
and the Office of General Counsel have provided to your staff through taday.

The Office of NEPA Policy and Assistance will continue to assist your Oftice in filing the draft
environmental impact statement with the U.8. Environinental Protection Agency and other
distribution matters. Please direct any questions to Jim Daniel, Office of NEPA Policy and

Assistance at 202-586-9760,

/ eler N, Bru
Acting Assistant Secretary
Environment, Safety and Heaiin

co: Clarence Hickey, NEPA Compliance Officer, Office of Science
Jeff Hoy, SNS Program Manager, Office of Science
Dave Wilfert, NEPA Document Manager, Cak Ridge Operations Office
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{08-09) {EF G 07907

Linited States Government

memorandum

DAYE

REPLY 10
ATTN OF:

SUBJECT:

TO:

DEC + & 1998

5C-10

ACTION: Transmit Draft Environmental Tmpact Statement (EIS) for the High Flux Beam Reactor

{HFBR) Transition Project

Martha A. Krebs, Director
Office of Science

ISSUE: Submission of the predecisional internal draft of the HFBR EIS to EH requesting review and

approval for public release by January 22, 1999,

SENSITIVITIES: The Secretary made a public commitment to decide the future of the HFBR
in June 1999. Completion of the HFBR EIS process is required to support this decision.

STATUS: The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DETS} for the High Flux Beam Reactor
{HFBR) Travsition Project is being prepared for the Office of Science (SC) by the DOE
Brookhaven Group (BEG). BHG has hired a contractor to assist in the hands-on writing of the
DEIS. The contracter is one of the DOE pre-approved contractors with experience in the
preparation of NEPA documents. A pre-approval version of the DEIS was provided to the
Office of Basic Energy Sciences (BES) by BHG on December 10 for final review, prior to SC
submilting it to EH with a request to issnance the DEIS for pubiic review and comment. The
DFEIS is bemyg sponsored by SC, with involvement of the Office of Nuclear Encrgy {NE) which
has concurred in the SC submmittal to EH. Previous stafi-level working versions of the DEIS
have been reviewed by SC and NE, with cooperation and input from both the Office of
Bnvironment, Safety and Heaith (EH) and the Office of General Counsel (GC).

ISSUES BEING REVIEWED: The current version of the DEIS appears to be responsive 1o the
technical comments and concerns that have been raised by all of the involved parties up to this
point. The DELS, however, is not well crafted in terms of the presentation of the assessments
and results in a manner that will be easily read and understood by the local Long Island
stakeholder community. The assessments of the issues of prime interest io the community are
scattered throughout the DEIS and need 1o be centralized and explained in language that is
useful and meaningful to the lay readers. Of particular importance in this regard are the
assessments of the many releases and emissions of tritinm, as well as the presentation of the
accident analysis for the beyond design basis (BDB) scenario. This BDB accident is very
close in probability to 2 design basis accident, and has substantial offsite health consequences.
This needs to be discussed more carefully, thoroughly, and in more understandable lay
language. We arc working closely with EH, NE, BHG and its contractor to expeditiously
resolve these issues.
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SCHEDULE: The schedule for preparation and completion of the ¥IS process hag been driven
by the BNL Action Plan's call for public involvement to inform the Secretarial decision on the
fature of the IIFBR. Last fall Secretary Richardson informed the Long lsland community that
he would make the decision ott the future of the HFBR in June 1999. That would mean that
the EIS process would have to be compleie i May 1999 so that a Record of Decision (ROD)
could be issued in June. The Secretary made that pronouncement based on the EIS schedule as
it existed then. Since that time, the KIS review process identified a need to update the
probabilistic risk assessment (PRA) to reflect the current HFBR configuration to support the
accident analysis in the DEXS. That sct the schedule back approximately five weeks. Based on
that and on the recent experience with preparation, review, and approval of the Draft EIS for
fhe $pallation Neutron Source, BES has estimated that a realistic schedule for completion of
the HFBR EIS would be for issuance of a Final EIS in July 1999, followed by the ROD in
August 1999. Our best estimaie of the schedule is attached.

This sehedule change does not represent a delay in the EIS ora breaching of the Secretary's
pronouncement of June 1999 as the completion date. It represents an aggressive schedule to
prepare a competent environmental analysis for a controversial project, the decision for which
will be public, politically sensitive, and the subject of potential litigation following the ROD.
The extension of the schedule fo accommodate a thorough analysis will be protective of the
Department, the Long Island public, and the environment.

ACTIONS NEEDED BY SC MANAGEMENT: To date, the involved parties (SC, NE, EH,
GC, BHG) all have worked collaboratively and corporately toward the preparation of the
HFBR DEIS. The fact that SC-1 has been communicating with the Deputy Secretary on this
matter has provided valuable impetus for the collaborative approach to date. Nothing more at
this level seems warranted at this time.

Formal submission of the DEIS to EH-1 with a request for review and approval of the DEIS by
the end of January 1999 would support a public comment period that would extend from
Match 1 through April 12, 1999, According to the BNL Action Plan, SC-1 is expected ta
make a recommendation to the Secretary on which of the four altetnatives (see below) the
Department should propose for the future of the HFBR. The DEIS by design does not propose
any preferred alternative, it merely assesses the environmental consequences all four
alternatives equally. By regulation, the Final ELS must declare the Department's preferred
option. This means that between the close of the public comment period (i.e., April 12, 1999}
and the HQ approval of the Final EIS (mid-June 1999), SC must secure a decision from the
Secretary on which alternative will be declared in the final EIS.

BACKGROUND: On December 21, 1996, the HFBR was shut down for refueling and
maintenance, a routine activity which normally occurred almost every month. Before the
rezctor could retumn to scheduled scientific operations, however, monitoring indicated that a
plume of tritiated water was contaminating the groundwater 1n excess of drinking water
standards south and down gradient of the reactor. DOE, in cooperation with the U.S.
Fnvironmental Protection Agency (EPA), New York State Department of Conservation
(NYSDEC), and Suffolk County Department of Heaith Services (SCDHS), immediately
imitiated activities to identify and eliminate the source of the tritium plume. These activities
were completed in January,1998, The source of the groundwater contamination has been
clinninated. Additional CERCLA ectivities continue as part of the Department's commitment (o
remediate the contaminated groundwater.
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The Department of Energy needs to make a decision regarding the future of the HFBR at BNL.
This EIS will aid DOE in its decisionmaking process. In July 1997, the Depatiment issued its
*Action Plan for Improved Management of Broolkhaven Nationa! Laboratory," which
summarized the Department's planhed process for deciding the future of the HFBR. The

Action Plan states that the Secretary of Energy will decide the future of the HFBR and directs
an appropriate environmental review process. That review process consists of this EIS on the
HFBR, which will incorporate the results of the tritium remediation project in conjunction with
the ongoing CERCLA process. The Draft EIS does not contain a preferred alternative for the
future of the HFBR, but will analyses equally the four alternative courses of action listed
below,

The Secretary must decide upon a preferred alternative for the future of the HFBR in for
inclugion in the Final EIS. As stated in the Action Plan, that decision will take into account
severa! factors, including: public mput from the local T.ong Island community; input from the
HFBR scientific user community and the DOE Basic Energy Sciences Advisory Commitiee;
and the value of the scientific information produced using the HFBR.

The aliernatives evatuated in the Draft EIS reflect the full range of options available for the
future of the HFBR:

« No Action Alternative. Under this alternative, the reactor would be maintained in the
current shutdown and defueled condition for the indefinite future. The Department regards
this as a non-preferred alternative, because it does not resolve the future of the HFBR.

¢  Resume Operation Alternative. Under ihis alternative, the Department would restart the
HYBR for scientific research. This alternative includes two subalternatives:

a. Startup and operation of the reactor at a power level of 30MW (the power level prior
to the shutdown).

b.  Startup and opération of the reactor at a power level of 30MW with a planned increase
in operation at a level of up to 60MW at which HFBR has previously operated,

The eariliest date that the reactor could be restarted is April 2000, following completion of
the NEPA process and all of the modifications and repairs required for full environmental
compliance.

» Respme Operation and Enhance Yacility Alternative. Under this alternative, the
Department would restart the reactor for operation at a power level of up to 60MW, and
eventually replace the reactor vessel to extend the life of the reactor, and upgrade the
reactor (e.g., add scientific instruments) to enhance the reactor's scientific research
capabilities and increase the number of potential reactor users, Because of budget
limitations, the Department regards this as a non-preferred alternative.
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L Lo NG
United States Government Department of Energy

memorandum

DATE:

REPLY TO
ATTN OF:

SUBJECT:

TO:

December 22, 1998

Office of Science

Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the High Flux Beam Reactor

David Michaels, Assistant Secretary for
Environment, Safety and Health

I am forwarding for Office of Environment, Safety and Health (EH) review and approval, the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the High Flux Beam Reactor (HFBR) Transition Project.
I also request that your office coordinate with and obtain concurrence on this document from the
Office of the General Counsel (GC), and upon approval, arrange to have the Notice of Availability
(NOA) pubtished in the Federal Register, A draft of the NOA will be provided to your office after the
Office of Science has received comments from EH and GC. In this regard, staff from EH-42 and GC-
51 have been involved in the NEPA process for this proposed action and have received courtesy
copies of this DEIS. We have incorporated comments received from EH and GC including those
from the October 5 and 6 working meeting,

The Office of Science would appreciate your help in approving this DEIS by January 22, 1999, to
support a 45-day public comment period which would begin March 1, 1999. To that end, the HFER
EIS Document Manager and members of my staff would like to mest with EH-42 in early January
1999, to discuss and resolve any comments EH may have on this DEIS.

The Science points of contact on this matter are the Science NEPA Compliance Officer, Clarence
Hickey (3-2314), and the HFBR Program Manager, Stan Staten (3 -4950). The Nuclear Energy,
Science and Technology point of contact is NEPA. Compliance Officer, Rajendra Sharma (3-2899).

Director
Office of Science

Attachment
Draft EIS for HFBR

cc:
B. Weakley, SC -4

R. Lange, NE-40

C. Borgstrom, EH-42

W. Dennison, GC-52

G. Malosh, Brookhaven Group Office
M. Holland, Brookhaven Group Office
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United States Government Department of Energy

memorandum

DATE:

REPLY TO
ATTN OF:

SUBJECT:

TO:

Oak Ridge Operations

March %, 1997

ER-111:Wilfert
ADVISORY REVIEW TEAM - NSNS PROJECT EIS

Distribution

Martha Krebs, Director, Office of Energy Research, has determined that an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) should be prepared for the National Spallation Neutron Source (NSNS) project.
A conceptual design report for the NSNS will be issued at the end of May 1997; therefore, we
will soon have sufficient technical information to support preparation of an EIS. This appears to
be the correct time to establish an Advisory Review Team (ART) to help assure that plans and
processes for timely and effective completion of this document are appropriate.

I request that you, or your designee, be available to participate in periodic presentations and
discussions of the plans and activities for preparing an EIS for the NSNS project. For your
information, a list of staff members previously involved in the planning of this EIS is included on
the attached distribution page. It will be the responsibility of this ART to provide advice on
document preparation and to keep their respective management informed of the process and
progress. Meetings (in person or via televideo) are expected to occur when establishing and/or
changing fundamental document preparation plans, and to provide status information just prior to
or just after major milestones in the process.

Attached for your information and use is the February 25, 1997, version of the NSNS
Environmental Impact Statement Management Plan. This document presents the current proposal
(proposed action, alternatives identification, roles and responsibilities, public participation, etc.)
for executing the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process on this project.

Please advise me of who will be participating on the ART. If there are questions regarding this
matter, please do not hesitate to call at (423) 576-2673, or e-mail to zwf@ornl.gov.

P2y i

David K. Wilfert
National Spallation Neutron Source
NEPA Document Manager

Attachments
As Stated

cc w/attachments:
M. Kass, ER-111, ORO
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Attention should be given to the job titles and DOE Office affiliations and not to the
individual names of the participants in this example.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

MEMORANDUM

DATE October 24, 1997
REPLY TO Michael D. Holland
SUBJECT INTERNAL SCOPING MEETING DOCUMENTS
TO  See Distribution
Thank you for your participatioh in the internal scoping meeting for the proposed Environmental
Impact Statement for the High Flux Beam Reactor which was held at Brookhaven National
Laboratory on October 8 and 9, 1997. The insight gained from the meeting will undoubtedly assist

the Department in moving forward to a successful start of the NEPA process.

Enclosed for your information is a document package that was produced as a result of the meeting.
If you have any questions, please call me at (516) 344-3552.

%.CL/MUMQ

Michael D. Holland
Nuclear Programs Division

These are
Enclosures: Agenda documents that
Attendance List could be useful

Internal Scoping Graphic, Rev.1 L
Draft - Schedule for HFBR EIS Process, Rev. 0 duri I‘.lg intermndl
Draft - Workshop Notes, Rev. 3a Scoping.

Draft - Notice of Intent (NOI)

Draft - Proposed Modifications and Repairs Required

For Protection of the Environment and Improved Worker Safety

Draft - Statement of Work for Contractor Support of Public Scoping

for an Environmental Impact Statement

Draft - Statement of Work for Contractor Support in Preparing an

Environmental Impact Statement

Workshop Evaluation
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Copies of the above reference documents are available from the SC NCO.
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U.S. Department of Energy
Announces Public Scoping Meeting

DOE Initiates “Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement” on Scrap Metals
Recycling - You Are Invited to Attend a Public Scoping Meeting and/or Submit Comments

The Department of Energy (DOE) announced its intent (attached) to prepare a Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement (PELS) that will evaluate policy alternatives for the disposition of scrap metals that may have
residual surface radioactivity (66 Federal Register 36562, July 12, 2001 - searchable on the Internet at the
following address:

In addition to the No Action Alternative (continue DOE’s current suspension on unrestricted release for recycling of
scrap metals from radiological areas), DOE has initially selected the following alternatives for evaluation: (1) unrestricted
release for recycling of scrap metals under requirements in DOE Order 5400.5, (2) unrestricted release for recycling of
scrap metals under alternative standards, and (3) no unrestricted release for recycling of scrap metals with potential for
residual surface radioactivity.

The public is invited to comment on the scope of this PEIS, including the alternatives and significant environmental
issues. Comments may be submitted in writing, through September 10, 2001, or at any of the public scoping meetings
listed. An additional opportunity for public comment will be provided when the Draft PEIS is issued. Requests for further
information should be submitted to addresses below.

Mail to: Email to:
Mr. Kenneth G. Picha, Jr. Metals.Disposition. PEIS@em.doe. gov
Office of Technical Program Integration, EM-22
ATTN: Metals Disposition PEIS Fax to:
Office of Environmental Management Metals Disposition PEIS at
U.S. Department of Energy 301-903-9770

1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20585-0113

Schedule of Public Scoping Meetings

Date Time Location Address
July 31 2-5pm and 8-11pm North Augusta, SC N. Augusta Community Ctr.
495 Brookside Ave., North Augusta, SC 29841
Aug2 2-5pmand 8-11pm Oak Ridge, TN American Museum of Science and Energy
300 South Tulane Ave., Oak Ridge, TN 37830
Aug7 2-5pmand 8-11pm Oakland, CA Holiday Inn Oakland Airport Hotel
500 Hegenberger Road, Oakland, CA 94621
Aug9 2-5pmand 8-11pm Richland, WA Red Lion Hotel
802 George Washington Way, Richland, WA 99352
Aug 14 2-5pm and 8-11pm Cincinnati, OH Omni Netherland Plaza Hotel
35 West Fifth St., Cincinnati, OH 45202
Aug 16 2-5pm and 8-11pm Washington, D.C. Hilton Crystal City

2399 Jefferson Davis Highway, Arlington, VA 22202
1

SCEISQA PlanRev. 1
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Department of Energy

Spallation Neutron Source

March, 1999

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is preparing the Final Environmental Impact Statement
(FEIS) for construction and operation of the Spallation Neutron Source (SNS). This FEIS will be
released to the public during the Spring of 1999.

In the past, you have expressed interest in DOE projects and programs and may be interested in the
information contained in this document.

Please indicate your level of interest by checking the appropriate box below, verifying your name
and address, folding and taping this form as indicated, and mailing it to the addressee. (Please
return this form by March 12, 1999. An Executive Summary will be sent to you if no
response is received.)

D Please send me a copy of D Please send me a copy of only the Do not send me information
the full SNS FEIS summary section of the SNS FEIS about the SNS FEIS
(1300-1400 pages) (10-20 pages)

Access to the full text of the SNS FEIS can also be obtained on the internet at
http://tis.eh.doe.gov/nepa/docs/eis0247d/eis0247.htm]

Background Information

The proposed SNS facility would produce subatomic particles called neutrons to be used in research. The
research would be in the fields of physical and biological sciences, material technology, and medicine.
Neutrons can penetrate deeply into the molecules of test materials to give scientists new insights into the
structure and properties of materials.

The United States pioneered the use of neutrons in research, but in the last two decades has fallen behind the
European scientific community. Existing U.S. facilities were built decades ago and have had little upgrading
and modernization. The SNS would give the U.S. a state-of-the-art research facility that would be used by
government, industry, and academia alike.

The SNS Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is being prepared in accordance with the National
_Environmental Policy Act . This legislation ensures that Federal decision-makers consider the effects of
proposed actions on the human environment and open their decision-making process to public scrutiny.

The EIS evaluates four alternative locations for the SNS. DOE’s preferred alternative is to construct the SNS
at Oak Ridge National Laboratory in Oak Ridge, Tennessee. The other alternative locations are: Argonne
National Laboratory in Argonne, Illinois; Los Alamos National Laboratory in Los Alamos, New Mexico;
and Brookhaven National Laboratory in Upton, New York.
This EIS:

> Explains the purpose and need for the SNS.

> Describes the proposed construction and operation of the SNS and the réasonable alternative courses
of action that DOE could take to meet the need.

> Describes what would happen if the proposed SNS were not constructed - the “no-action” alternative
>

Describes what aspects of the human environment would be affected if the proposed SNS were
constructed. .

> Analyzes the changes or impacts to the environment that would be expected to take place if the
SNS is constructed at one of the alternative sites, compared to the expected condition of the
environment if no action were taken.

Incorporates public comments provided on the Draft EIS.
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE
December 21, 1998

NEWS MEDIA CONTACT:
Jeff Sherwood, 202/586-5806

Spallation Neutron Source Draft Environmental I mpact
Statement Issued for Public Comment

The Department of Energy has issued a draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the
construction and operation of the proposed Spallation Neutron Source, an accel erator-based
neutron scattering facility that would support research in broad areas of physical, chemical,
materials, biological and medical sciences. When completed in 2005, the facility would
provide the U.S. scientific community with a neutron source having greater intensity, power
and instrumentation than existing neutron sources.

The Spallation Neutron Source is being designed by a collaboration of five Energy
Department laboratories led by Oak Ridge National Laboratory. The other four partners are
Argonne National Laboratory, Brookhaven National Laboratory, Lawrence Berkeley
National Laboratory and Los Alamos National Laboratory. The facility is expected to serve
1,000 2,000 scientists annually from universities, private industry and federal laboratories.
The national facility would augment the research capabilities of current reactor-based
neutron sources, help satisfy current and future demand for research neutrons and lead to
scientific and technological discoveries.

The facility would consist of an ion source, alinear accelerator, a proton accumulator ring
and aresearch facility containing aliquid mercury target that will produce the neutron beams
and a suite of neutron scattering instrumentation. It would initially operate at a beam power
of

1 megawatt, with the potential for being upgraded in the future to 4 megawatts with a second
accumulator ring and target. Congress appropriated $130 million for the project in fiscal

year 1999 to continue research and devel opment and to begin preliminary design and
longlead procurements.

The knowledge from neutron scattering research has wide applications. For example,
chemical companies use neutron scattering research to make better fibers, plastics and
catalysts; drug companies use neutrons to design drugs with higher potency and fewer side
effects; and automobile manufacturers use the penetrating power of neutrons to understand
better how to cast and forge gears and brake discs. Research on magnetism using neutrons
has led to higher strength magnets for more efficient electric generators and motors and to
better magnetic materials for magnetic recording tapes and computer hard drives.

The draft EIS analyzes the potentia environmental impacts from the proposed action (to
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build and operate the Spallation Neutron Source at 1 megawatt, and then at 4 megawatts)
and the no-action alternative of not building the facility. The draft EIS evaluates four
aternative sites:

Oak Ridge National Laboratory in Tennessee (the preferred alternative), Argonne National
Laboratory in Illinois, Brookhaven National Laboratory in New Y ork and Los Alamos
National Laboratory in New Mexico.

The draft EIS will be accessible via the department's National Environmental Policy Act
Web Site at http://tis.eh.doe.gov/nepa/. Genera information on the project can be found at
http://www.or nl.gov/sns/. Copies of the draft EIS can also be obtained from Mr. David
Wilfert, SNS EIS Manager, U.S. Department of Energy, Oak Ridge Operations Office, 200
Administration Road, 146/SNS, Oak Ridge, TN 37831.

The department encourages al interested parties to provide comments on the draft EIS.
Comments on the draft EIS may be submitted to Mr. Wilfert by mail at the above address,
electronic mail (NSNSEIS@ornl.gov), telephone (8009279964), facsimile (4235764542) or
at public meetings to be held at the four alternative sites. The department will consider all
comments received or postmarked by February 8, 1999, in preparing the final EIS.
Comments received after February 8 will be considered to the extent practicable.

Two public meetings, at 2 p.m. and 7 p.m., will be held at each location:

Date L ocation

January 19,1999 Department of Energy Los Alamos Area Office
Main Conference Room (Rm. 100)
528 35th Street
Los Alamos, NM

January 21, 1999 Brookhaven National Laboratory
Berkner Hall (Bldg. 488)
Brookhaven Avenue
Upton, NY

January 25, 1999 Argonne National Laboratory
Building 401 Advanced Photon Source, Rm. A1100
9700 South Cass Avenue
Argonne, IL

January 28,1999 American Museum of Science and Energy
300 South Tulane Avenue
Oak Ridge, TN

(NOTE: The Oak Ridge date is a change from a previously publicized date.)
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Department of Energy

{ak Ridge Operations
P.O. Box 2001
QOak Ridge, Tennessee 37831—g218

December 16, 1998

Dear Citizen:

SPALLATION NEUTRON SOURCE PROJECT DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT, DOE/EIS-0247 -

Enclosed for your review is the Department of Energy's Draft Environmental Tmpact Statement
for the Spallation Neutron Source (DOE/EIS-0247). As established by the Energy Policy Act of
1992, the Department is responsible for planning, construction, and operation of user facilities to
provide special scientific and research capabilities to serve the needs of our Nation's universities,
industry, and private and Federal laboratories. Accordingly, the Department has proposed the
Spallation Neutron Source (SNS) as a next-generation accelerator-based neutron scattering
facility that would support the future scientific needs of a diverse community of researchers.

As required by the National Environmental Policy Act, the enclosed Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (E1S) evaluates the potential environmental impacts associated with constructing and
operating the proposed SNS at four alternative sites. The Department's preferred site for the SNS
is Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL) in Tennessee. In addition to ORNL, the Draft EIS
analyzes alternative sites at: Argonne National Laboratory (ANL) in Ilinois, Brookhaven
National Laberatory (BNL) in New York, and Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) in New
Mexico. A Record of Decision is planned for May 1999,

The Department encourages interested parties to provide comments on the Draft EIS. The
comment period is from December 24, 1998, to February 8, 1999 The Department will consider
all comments received or postmarked by February 8, 1999, in preparing the Final EIS; later
comments will be considered to the extent practicable.

To facilitate public review, the Department of Energy will hold public meetings to receive
comments on the Draft EIS during January 1999 as follows:

Date/Time Location

Januvary 19, 1999 DOE Los Alamos Area Office

2:00 PM and 7:00 PM Wiain Conference Room (Rm. 100)
528 35th Street

Los Alamos, New Mexico §7544

Appendix H




Appendix H
Examples of Public Comment Request and Comment and Response Documentation

Citizen -2- December 16, 1998
Date/Time Location
January 21, 1999 Brookhaven National Laboratory
2:00 PM and 7:.00 PM . Berkner Hall (Building 488)

Brookhaven Avenue
Upton, New York 11973

January 25, 1999 Argonne National Laboratory

2:00 PM and 7:00 PM Building 401 - Advanced Photon Source, Rm. A1100
9700 South Cass Avenue
Argonne, Tilinois 60439

January 29, 1999 American Museum of Science and Energy
2:00 PM and 7:00 PM 300 South Tulane Avenue
Qak Ridge, Tennessee 37830
Written comments may be submitted to David Wilfert, U.S. Department of Energy, Oak Ridge
Operations Office, 200 Administration Road, 146/SNS, Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37831; or by
electronic mail to NSNSEIS@ornl.gov; or by facsimile at (423) 576-4542. Oral comments may
be recorded by calling (800) 927-9964 or presented at the public meetings.

Thank you for your interest in the Department's scientific research activities.

Sincerely,

O Ll

A Lee Watkins, Project Manager
Spallation Neutron Source

Enclosure;
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Department of Energy
Brookhaven Group
Building 464
P.0. Box 5000

Upton, New York 11973

MAY 2 8§ 1998

Mr. Clarence Hickey

NEPA Compliance Officer, ER-8
U.S. Department of Energy
19901 Germantown Road
Germantown, MD 20874-1290

Dear Mr. Hickey:

SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON THE SCOPE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT (EIS) FOR THE HIGH FLUX BEAM REACTOR (HFER)
TRANSITION PROJECT

This letter provides you with an update on the status of the U.S. Department of Energy’s (DOE)
Environmental Impact Statement for the High Flux Beam Reactor Transition Project at Brookhaven
National Laboratory.

The formal comment period for the scoping of the EIS began on November 24, 1997, and ended on
January 23, 1998. During the formal comment period, three public meetings were held: December
10, 1997 in Mastic Beach, January 10, 1998 in Middle Island, and Jamuary 15, 1998 in Wading
River. A total of 592 comments were received from stakeholders verbally at the public meetings,
and from letters, faxes, e-mail, phone, and comment cards. All comments are being evaluated and
the results will be provided in the HFBR Transition Project EIS Public Scoping Comments and
Resolution Document which will be made available to the public. You will be informed by mail
when the document is available.

The HFBR Transition Project EIS Public Scoping Comments and Resolution Document provides
an overview of the purpose and guidelines for the development of the EIS, the scoping process and
the results. All 592 comments will be included in the document as well as an explanation of how
comments will be addressed in the EIS.

Many commentors stated they felt the Department should take more time to develop the HFBR
Transition Project EIS to assure the quality of the document. The Department agrees, and the HFBR
Transition Project EIS development schedule has been revised as follows:

Printed on Recycled Paper
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- — —_
Mr. Hickey: -2- MAY 2 6 1998
Milestone Previous Date Revised Date
Draft EIS Public November 1998 -
Review/Comment Period July - September 1993 January 1999
Final EIS Public Availability November 1998 April 1999
Record of Decision December 1998 May 1999

As these milestones approach, we will inform you by mail and public notice of the exact dates,
meeting places, FIS document availability, and other related information.

Thank you for your participation in the development process for the Environmental Impact
Statement for the future of the High Flux Beam Reactor.

Sincerely,

M. Hotlomml_

Michael D. Holland, Project Manager
HFBR Transition Project
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Department of Energy
Brookhaven Group
Building 464
P.0. Box 3000

Upton, New York 11973

January 12, 1999

Dear Stakeholder:

SUBJECT: HIGH FLUX BEAM REACTOR TRANSITION PROJECT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Because of your expressed interest in the Brookhaven National Laboratory High Flux Beam Reactor
Transition Project, I am providing you with the U.S. Department of Energy’s updated schedule for
the research reactor’s Environmental Impact Statement process.

During the Environmental Impact Statement scoping process a year ago, the community requested
that the Department of Energy expand analysis of the research reactor’s potential environmental
impacts. In accommodating that request, we estimated that the draft Environmental Impact
Statement would be available for public comment from November 1998 through January 1999, This
would be followed by a final Envitonmental Impact Statement in May 1999 and a record of decision
in June 1999, '

To ensure that a comprehensive review is conducted, we have taken additional time for analysis and
cvaluation. We now expect the draft Environmental Impact Statement to be available for public
review and comment from late February through early April 1999. You will be notified by mail of
the comment period’s exact dates. Those dates also will be published in the Federal Register and
various Long Island newspapers. The final Environmental Impact Statement is expected to be
published in July 1999 and the record of decision issued in August, 1999,

Thank you for your continued interest in the High Flux Beam Reactor Transition Project. If you
would like more information about the research reactor, the Transition Project, or the Environmental

Impact Statement process, please contact me at 516-344-3552 or mholland@bnl.gov.

Sincerely,

M. Hhtlad

Michaei D. Holland, Director
Project Management Division
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Department of Energy
Brookhaven Group
Building 464
P.0. Box 5000

Upton, New York 11973

February 12, 1999

Dear Stakeholder:
SUBJECT: HIGH FLUX BEAM REACTOR ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

This is a follow-up to my letter of January 12, 1999 regarding the schedule of the environmental
impact statement for the High Flux Beam Reactor at Brookhaven National Laboratory. Based on
stakeholder input in recent months, several changes have been made to the High Flux Beam Reactor
environmental impact statement process. We believe these changes are improvements that will
benefit all stakeholders interested in the decision about the future of this research reactor:

. A U.S. Department of Energy Headquarters review of the draft document last month
determined that additional work was needed to address stakeholder comments made
during the public scoping process. The additional work should take about one month
to complete. The draft environmental impact statement is expected 1o be available
for public review and comment in mid-April.

. Several stakeholders, including Congressman Michael Forbes, requested that the
Department extend the public comment period for the draft environmental impact
statement. Federal law mandates a minimum comment period of 45 days, but in
response to Congressman Forbes and other stakeholders, Energy Secretary Bill
Richardson has extended the public comment period to 90 days. Therefore, the
public availability of the draft environmental impact statement is expected to be from
mid-April through mid-July 1999. Consistent with this new schedule, the final
environmental impact statement is expected to be published in mid-November and
the Record of Decision in mid-December 1999.

- Secretary Richardson has also directed the Department to:
1 Provide the general public with access lo information used in the

development of the environmental impact starement - That information will
be made available to the general public.
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2 Establish a public reading room at BNL where the general public may review
the drafi environmental impact statement itself and the aforementioned EIS-
related information.

3. Conduct a public information workshop in the environmental impact
statement public comment period to present, describe and discuss the drajt
document - The Department of Energy will conduct this public information
workshop, which will be open to all. It will be held early in the public
comment period of the draft environmental impact staternent.

Of course, you will be notified by mail of the comment period’s start and other pertinent dates.
Also, the notice will be published in the Federal Register and various Long Island newspapers. The
Department encourages interested parties to provide comments on the draft environmental impact
statement by mail and/or e-mail. In preparing the final environmental impact statement, the
Department will consider all comments received or postmarked by the end of the comment period.
Later comments will be considered to the extent practicable.

Thank you for your continued interest in the High Flux Beam Reactor. If you have questions, issues
or concerns you wish to discuss, please contact Jokn Carter, our community/government relations
manager (516-344-5195, jearter@bnl.gov) or me (516-344-3552, mholland@bni.gov).

Sincerely,

o

Michael D. Holland, Director
Project Management Division
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NEWS MEDIA CONTACT: FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE
Jeff Sherwood, 202/586-5806 December 21, 1998 .

Spallation Neutron Source Draft Environmental
Impact Statement Issued for Public Comment

The Department of Energy has issued a draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the
construction and operation of the proposed Spallation Neutron Source, an accelerator-based
nieutron scattering facility that would support research in broad areas of physical, chemical,
materials, biological and medical sciences. When completed in 2005, the facility would provide
the U.S. scientific community with a neuiron source having greater intensity, power and
instrumentation than existing neutron sources.

The Spaliation Neutron Source is being designed by a collaboration of five Energy Department
laboratories led by Qak Ridge National Laboratory. The other four partners are Argonne
National Laboratory, Brookhaven National Labaoratory, Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory
and Los Alamos National Laboratory. The facility is expected to serve 1,000 - 2,000 scientists
annually from universities, private industry and federal laboratories. The national facility wouid
sugment the research capabilities of current reactor-based neutron sources, help satisfy current
and future demand for research neutrons and lead to scientific and technological discoveries.

The facility would consist of an jon sowrce, a linear accelerator, a proton accumulator ring and a
research facility containing a liquid mercury target that will produce the neutron beams and a
suite of neutron scattering instrumentation. It would initially operate at 4 beam power of

1 megawatr, with the potential for being upgraded in the future to 4 megawatts with a second
accumulator ring and target, Congress appropriated $130 million for the project in fiscal year
1999 to continue research and development and to begin preliminary design and long-tead
procurements.

The knowledge from neutron scattering research has wide applications, For example, chemical
companiss 1s¢ neutron scattering research to make better fibers, plastics and catalysts; drug
compantes use neutrons io design drugs with higher potency and fewer side effects; and
automobile manufacturers use the penetrating power of neutrons to understand better how lo cast
and forge gears and brake discs. Reseatch on magnetism using neutrens has led to higher
strength magnets for more efficient electric generators and motors and to better magnetic
materials for magnetic recording tapes and computer hard drives.

R-98-197 (MORE)
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SPALLATION NEUTRON SOURCE

ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT

RESULTS OF PUBLIC SCOPING

Department of Energy
Oak Ridge Operations Office
Oak Ridge, TN

Appendix H



Appendix H
Examples of Public Comment Request and Comment and Response Documentation
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APPENDIX B
SUMMARIES OF SCOPING COMMENTS

Sumimaries of all the comments received during the public scoping period for the SNS EIS are
presented in this appendix. A total of 61 individuals; representing 15 citizen's groups. 14
government organizations, one Native American pueblo, one educational institution, the
electorate (four elected officials), and themselves: submitted comments during the public scoping
period. A total of 152 individual oral and written comments, including the endorsements and
resolutions in support of locating the SNS at ORNL, was received. These comments were
analyzed and classified according to the 20 subject categories listed below:

Air Quality Cumulative Impacts
Decontamination & Decommissioning Department of Energy Credibility
Environmental Justice General Environmental

Health and Safety _ Land Use

Miscellaneous NEPA Process

Permitting Project Cost

Project Justification Resolutions and Endorsements
Siting Alternatives Socioeconomics

Technology Alternatives Transportation

Utilities Waste Management
Water Resources :

The following informarion is inclnded in Table B-1:

Code; A unique identifier that allows the comment summary to be traced to the original
comment. The code also identifies which location the comment was received
from. i.e.: ORNL - Oak Ridge National Laboratory, ANL - Argonne National
Laboratory, BNL - Brookhaven National Laboratory, LANL - Los Alamos

“National Laboratory, GNRL - outside of the national laboratory areas.

Comment A concise summary of the verbal or written comment. Comment sumrmaries were

Summary: derived directly from the written comment or from the transcripts of verbal
comments.

EIS Ref. The section of the EIS in which the comment will be incorporated. Comments

will not be addressed individually in the EIS. The scope of the EIS will
incorporate all substantive comments.

B-1
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Table B-1. Summaries of Scoping Comments,

No. Code Comment Summary EIS Ref.
Afr Quality _

1 LANL-2 Include any beneficial impacts from the prO_]CCt that are 4123
going to make the air better. 4223

4323

4423

2 ORNL-37 | There should be no impact on air guality, except occasional 4123
minor radioactive releases that may add incrementally to 4223

those of other facilities in the area. :ii;

~ Cumulative Impacts

1 ORNL-26 { The EIS should include a discussion of the cumulative 4.6
environmental and economic impacts, both positive and
negative.

2

BNL-3 The EIS should include an evaluation of the potential impact 4.6
the SNS may have on CERCLA actions underway at BNL.

Project Cost
| ORNL-1 Is the $1 billion cost of the SNS a conservative estimate? iz
2 LANL-6 The $1.3 billion to be spent on the SNS could be used to 22
LANL-9 complete the clean up of DOE sites by 2006. The current
resources to complete clean up by this date are insufficient.

3 LANL-% Will money be a significant factor in eliminating certain See
SNS candidate sites from consideration and in selecting a Note'
final site?

Decontamination & Decommissioning
1 ORNI.-27 | The EIS should include a discussion of the design life and 32

decontamination and decommissioning pians for the facility.

'"This comment relates to other factors concerning the SNS decision. The EIS is a means
10 integrate environmental values and amenities into early planning and decision making. The
EIS is not a decision document. The DOE will publish a Record of Decision {ROD) after the
final EIS that specifies and justifies the decisions on whether or not to build the SNS and where
1o build it. -

B-2
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

DATE January 15, 1998

MEMORANDUM

REPLY TO Michael D. Holland, Project Manager WO

HFBR Transition Project

SUBJECT MINUTES OF THE HIGH FLUX BEAM REACTOR EIS SCOPING MEETING

TO K. Dean Helms, Executive Manager

Brookhaven Group

Enclosed are the Minutes of the second High Flux Beam Reactor EIS Scoping Meeting held on
January 10, 1998 at the Longwood High School in Middle Island, New York.

If you have any questions, please contact Dr. Nand Narain, the EIS Document Manager, at

extension 5435.

Enclosure:
As stated

ce: R. Hunter, NE-2, FORS, w/encl.
P, Dehmer, ER-10, GTN, w/encl.
I. Thomas, ER-13, GTN, w/encl.
M. Johnson, ER-80, GTN, w/encl.
R. Lange, NE-40, GTN, w/encl.
L. Jessee, EH-422, FORS, w/encl.
M. Hutmaker, NE-40, GTN, w/enc].
T. O’Connor, NE-40, GTN, w/encl.
C. Hickey, ER-8, GTN, w/encl.
S. Staten, ER-53, GTN, w/encl.
J. Kennedy, OM, CH, w/encl.
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F. Crescenzo, BHG, w/encl.
1. Atney, BHG, w/encl.

G. Granzen, BHG, w/encl,
Transition Proj Team, BHG, w/encl.
W. Gunther, BNL, w/encl.
A. Queirolo, BNL, w/encl.
I. Barkwill, BNL, w/encl.
W. Brynda, BNL, w/encl.

J. Carelli, BNL, w/encl.

D. Ports, BNL, w/encl.

M. Lynch, BNL, w/encl.

R. Butler, BNL, w/encl.
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High Fiux Beam Reactor
EIS Scoping Meeting No.2
Summary

On January 10, 1998, the second in a series of three EIS Scoping Meetings was held at the Longwoed High
School Auditorium in Middle Island, New York, from 1:00 p.m. to 4:00 p.m,

The Scoping Meeting was well attended by approximately 100 - 125 people, including representatives
from DOE Headquarters, the Brookhaven Group, Brookhaven National Laboratory, the general public, the
media, and representatives from local civic organizations. A total of 65 people signed in at the
Registration Desk and 26 speakers signed up to give comments. Only 24 speakers actually provided
comments.

Mr. K. Dean Helms, the Executive Manager for the Brookhaven Group, welcomed the audience and spoke
bricfly about the EIS process. Mr. Helms reiterated that at the present time, the DOE has NQ preferred
alternative. He referred the audience to copy’s of Secretary Pefia’s letter to the Brookhaven community
of December 10, 1997 (available in the lobby) in which the Secretary states that there is no preferred
alternative at the present time. Following these introductory remarks, Mr, Helms introduced the other two
panel members: Professor William Ginsberg, from Hofstra University School of Law, who served as
Moderator, and Mr. Michael Holland, from the Department of Energy’s Brookhaven Group, the EIS
Project Manager. Mr. Helms next tumed the meeting over to Professor Ginsberg, the Scoping Meeting
Moderator.

Professor Ginsberg spoke about his background and qualifications for serving as moderator and then went
over the ground rules for conducting the Scoping Meeting and what we hoped to accomplish. He then
introduced Mr. Holland of the Department of Energy’s Brookhaven Group.

Mr. Holland spoke about the EIS process and the schedule through to the Record of Decision. He also
spoke of the publics’ opportunity to stay involved in the process and their ability to comment along the
way. Mr. Holland next went into a short technical discussion about the HFBR and the science that it
provides. Following Mr. Holland’s presentation, Professor Ginsberg opened the meeting to the floor for
a short question and answer period to clarify any procedural questions about how to register comments.

Following a short break, Professor Ginsberg convened the formal comment portion of the Scoping Meeting
to those who wished to speak. The audience was provided an opportunity to comment for a time period
of approximately 2 1/2 hours with several short breaks spaced throughout the meeting.

Many of the people present were also at the first scoping meeting. The majority of people spoke for
shutdown of the reactor without providing specific comments on issues or alternatives to be included in
the EIS.

A number of commentors asked for detailed epidemiological and risk assessment studies by independent
expetts to resolve the issue of the health hazards associated with the HFBR. Approximately five people
spoke on behalf of re-starting the HFBR, Four were current Laboratory employees but one individual
favoring re-start stated that he was not associated with the Laboratory.

The registration desk was closed at approximately 3:20 p.m. because enough speakers had signed up to
take the meeting to 4:00 p.m.. The Scoping Meeting was adjourned at 4:07 p.m.
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PUBLIC SCOPING REPORT

Environmental Impact Statement
for the
High Flux Beam Reactor
Transition Project
at the
Brookhaven National Laboratory

United States Department of Energy
Brookhaven Group

September 1998
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Public Scoping Report, September 1958
High Flux Beam Reactor Transition Project
Environmental Impact Statement

Table of Contents
Table of Contents . ...........c.oiiiuiinii i, i
1.0 Imtroduction ...............uiiuiiiin e 1
2.0 Background ............ 1
2.1 Policy and Public Law Considerations .......................... 2
2.2 Schedule for the Environmental Impact Statement ................. 3
3.0 Public Scoping Processand Results ............................. 4
3.1  Public Scoping Process ................ i 4
3.2 PublicScopingResults .............. ... 5
4.0 Summary of Public Scoping Comments ......................... 5
4.1 Public Scoping COomments .. ........cvvuiireonenee e, 5
4.2  Comments Outside the Scope of thisEIS ....................... 0
Table 1 - Location of Public Reading Rooms and Libraries ........... 12

Appendix A: Draft EIS Outline
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The draft EIS analyzes the polential enivironmental impacts from the proposed action (1o build
and operate the Spallation Neutron Sowrce at 1 megawaltt, and then al 4 megawatis) and the no-
action alternative of not building the facility, The draft EIS evaluates four alternative sites:
Oak Ridge National Laboratory in Tennessee (the preferred alternative), Argonnc National

Laboratory in Hiinois, Brookhaven National Laboratory in New York and Los Alamos National
Laboratory in New Mexico,

The draft BIS will be accessible via the department's National Environmental Policy Act Web
Site at http://tis.eh.doe.gov/nepa/. General information on the project can be found at
hitp://www.ornl.gev/sns/. Copies of the draft EIS can also be obtained from Mr. David Wilfert,
SNS EIS Manager, U.S. Department of Energy, Oak Ridge Operations Office, 200
Administration Road, 146/SNS, Oak Ridge, TN 37831.

The department encourages all interested parties to provide comments on the draft EiS.
Comments on the draft EIS may be submitted to Mr. Wilfert by mail al the above address,
electronic mail (NSNSEIS@oml.gov), telephone (800-927-9964), facsimile (423-576-4542) or at
public meetings to be held at the four alternative sites. The department will consider a1l
comments received ar postmarked by February 8, 1999, in preparing the final EIS. Comments
received after February 8 will be considered to the extent practicable.

Two public meetings, at 2 p.m. and 7 p.m., will be held at each location:
Date L.ocation

January 19, 1999 Department of Energy Los Alamos Area Office
Main Conference Room (Rm. 160)
528 35th Street :
Los Alamos, NM

January 21, 1999 Brookhaven National Laboratory
Berkner Hall (Bldg. 488)
Brookhaven Avenue
Upton, NY

January 25, 1999 Argonne Nationsl Laboratory .
Building 401 - Advanced Photon Source, Rm. A1100
9700 South Cass Avenue
Argonne, [L

January 28, 1999 American Museum of Science and Energy
300 South Tulane Avenue

Oak Ridge, TN
NOTE; i i '
( E: The Oak Ridge date is a change from a previously pubtlicized date,)

R-98-197 bOE
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or minimize environmental harm that
may result from implementing the
Redevelopment Plan.

Accordingly, Navy will dispose of the
surplus Federal property at Naval Air
Station Barbers Point in a manner that
is consistent with the State of Hawaii’s
Redevelopment Plan for the property.

Dated: June 17, 1999.

William J. Cassidy, Jr.,

Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Navy

(Conversion And Redevelopment).
Dated: June 25, 1999.

Ralph W. Corey,

CDR, JAGC, USN, Alternate Federal Register
Liaison Officer.

[FR Doc. 99-16691 Filed 6-29-99; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3810-FF-M

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Record of Decision for the
Construction and Operation of the
Spallation Neutron Source

AGENCY: Department of Energy.
ACTION: Record of decision.

SUMMARY: The Department of Energy
(DOE) is issuing this Record of Decision
(ROD) regarding DOE’s proposal to
construct and operate the Spallation
Neutron Source (SNS). DOE has decided
to proceed with construction and
operation of a state-of-the-art Spallation
Neutron Source facility at the preferred
location, the Oak Ridge National
Laboratory, Oak Ridge, Tennessee. This
decision is based on the analysis
contained in the ““Final Environmental
Impact Statement for the Construction
and Operation of the Spallation Neutron
Source” (SNS FEIS, DOE/EIS-0247,
April 23, 1999).

ADDRESSES: Requests for copies of the
Final EIS and this ROD should be
directed to: Mr. David Wilfert, EIS
Document Manager, U.S. Department of
Energy, Oak Ridge Operations Office,
200 Administration Road, 146/SNS, Oak
Ridge, TN 37831. Alternately, Mr.
Wilfert may be contacted by telephone
at (800) 927-9964, by fax at (423) 576—
4542, or by email at NSNSEIS@ornl.gov.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
general information on the Spallation
Neutron Source, contact: Mr. Jeff Hoy,
SNS Program Manager, Office of Basic
Energy Sciences (SC-13), Germantown,
MD 20874-1290, telephone: (301) 903—
4924, fax: (301) 903-9513, or email:
Jeff.Hoy@science.doe.gov.

For general information on DOE’s
National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) process, contact: Ms. Carol
Borgstrom, Director, Office of NEPA
Policy and Assistance (EH-42), U.S.

Department of Energy, 1000
Independence Ave., S.W., Washington,
D.C. 20585, telephone: (202) 586—-4600,
fax: (202) 586—7031.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
issued a Notice of Availability for DOE’s
Final Environmental Impact Statement
on the Construction and Operation of
the Spallation Neutron Source (Final
EIS, DOE/EIS-0247) on April 23, 1999,
(64 FR 19999). In the Final EIS, DOE
considered the potential environmental
impacts of its proposed action, the
construction and operation of the SNS
at four alternative sites: Oak Ridge
National Laboratory (ORNL), Los
Alamos National Laboratory (LANL),
Argonne National Laboratory (ANL),
and Brookhaven National Laboratory
(BNL). The Department identified Oak
Ridge as its preferred alternative site.
DOE also considered a no action
alternative under which the SNS would
not be built. DOE has considered all of
the comments it received during the
public comment period. The Final EIS
analyzed environmental impacts over
the projected life of the facility, both
operating at an initial power level of 1
megawatt (MW) and at the maximum
potential upgrade power level of 4 MW.

Background

Scientific discoveries and the new
technologies derived from neutron
scattering research have contributed
significantly to the development of new
products in the international
marketplace, such as: better magnetic
materials for information storage media
and for electric generators and motors;
improved engine parts; better lubricants;
strong, but light-weight structural
materials; durable plastics; metallic
glasses; semiconductors; adhesives;
improved detergents; and new drugs.
Neutron research and the associated
scientific, engineering, and
technological advances provide the
catalyst for the development of
commercial applications and support
U.S. economic progress and
competitiveness among the
industrialized nations of the world.
Construction of a next-generation
spallation neutron source in the U.S.
will provide a competitive edge for the
nation in the physical, chemical,
materials, biological, and medical
sciences.

The U.S. needs a high-flux, short-
pulsed neutron source to provide its
scientific and industrial research
communities with a much more intense
source of pulsed neutrons for neutron
scattering research than is currently
available. The neutron science

community has long recognized the
need for both high-intensity, pulsed
(accelerator-based) neutron sources and
continuous (reactor-based) neutron
sources. There are approximately 20
major neutron sources worldwide that
produce neutron beams for materials
research. The Organization for
Economic Cooperation and
Development (OECD) Neutron Science
Working Group has identified a growing
disparity between the worldwide need
for neutron scattering research and the
availability of facilities. The OECD
Working Group estimated that as the
oldest neutron sources continue to age,
only about one-third of the present
sources would remain available by
2010. For nearly a decade, the research
community has regarded U.S. facilities
as inferior to the newer and more
extensively upgraded foreign facilities.
The current generation of neutron
sources in the United States has lower
neutron beam intensities, lower
operating powers, and less advanced
measuring instruments, when compared
to the current “‘state-of-the-science”
(currently technologically feasible and
desirable). Thus, next-generation
neutron sources are needed not only to
create new scientific and engineering
opportunities, but also to replace out-
dated capacity. Access to European and
Japanese neutron sources by U.S.
researchers and manufacturers is
difficult, unreliable, and costly. The
logistics of scheduling time and
configuring instrumentation to conduct
specialized experiments are prohibitive
because of the commuting distances to
these facilities. In addition, given the
proprietary nature of much of the
research desired by U.S. industry, its
research cannot be carried out at foreign
facilities. A 1 MW state-of-the-art
facility like SNS would produce pulses
five times more intense than the best
spallation source in operation today, the
ISIS facility in Great Britain.

Alternatives Considered and Evaluated

In the Final EIS, DOE proposed to
construct and operate the SNS. DOE
evaluated five alternatives for this
proposed action:

1. Construct and operate the SNS at
ORNL;

2. Construct and operate the SNS at
LANL;

3. Construct and operate the SNS at
ANL;

4. Construct and operate the SNS at
BNL; and

5. No Action Alternative: Do not
construct the SNS. The United States
would continue to use existing neutron
science facilities.
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The Preferred Alternative

The Department’s preferred
alternative is to construct and operate
the SNS at ORNL.

Environmental Impacts of Alternatives
Evaluated

As demonstrated in the Final EIS, the
construction and operation of the SNS
is not expected to result in any
unacceptable environmental
consequences at any of the four
candidate sites, though each site does
have its own unique adverse
environmental aspects. Of the
alternative sites, ORNL has the fewest
negative impacts. The SNS site at ORNL
is adjacent to the Walker Branch
Watershed, an environmental research
area, and has the potential to degrade
some data collection for ongoing
atmospheric research by the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration/Atmospheric
Turbulence and Diffusion Division
(NOAA/ATDD) and ecological research
by the ORNL Environmental Sciences
Division. Some of these long-term
environmental monitoring programs are
important to our understanding of
gradual global changes, like global
warming, occurring in the atmosphere.
SNS design features are available to
mitigate these impacts; therefore, the
SNS Project shall work with the
research organizations (NOAA/ATDD
and the ORNL Environmental Sciences
Division) to identify and implement
options to reduce or eliminate those
negative impacts. This includes, but is
not limited to, options identified in the
Final EIS, e.g., sizing and location of
cooling towers, waste heat recovery to
offset the burning of natural gas, or the
provision of alternative monitoring
capability to the Walker Branch
Watershed researchers. By contrast,
negative environmental effects
associated with the other three
candidate sites are not so easily
ameliorated. At Los Alamos, drawing
cooling water from the sole-source
aquifer could adversely impact the area
water table; perhaps causing local
residents and the White Rock
community to increase their water well
depth in order to sustain service.
Additionally, the electric power supply
and distribution system on the mesa
would have to be upgraded to
accommodate the added SNS load. At
Argonne, the limited size of the
reservation will make the maximally
exposed individual closer to the
radiological source term, and it offers
fewer opportunities to compensate for
the wetlands destroyed during
construction of the SNS. At Brookhaven,

the permeable soils and shallow sole-
source aquifer would require significant
and costly design features to mitigate
the potential for degradation of the
drinking water due to migration of
activated soils.

Environmentally Preferable Alternative

The *‘no action” alternative has the
least local adverse environmental
impact on the sites analyzed; however,
it may have greater long-term negative
impact on the environment as a whole
by depriving the country of future
neutron science-based technology that
might reduce other negative
environmental impacts, e.g., lost fuel
efficiency gains in vehicles, less
efficient chemical processes, greater
power transmission losses, etc. Neutron
scattering science has provided many
advanced materials, which make
possible or contribute to improved
quality of life, including protecting and
improving the environment. Specific
areas with the most direct value to
environmental quality are: (1) Light-
weight materials, (2) improved
lubricants, (3) high temperature
superconductors, and (4) new catalysts.
Light-weight materials reduce motor
vehicle and aircraft weight, thus
reducing fuel requirements and
attendant combustion product
emissions. Improved lubricants reduce
friction losses and wear in machinery,
thus reducing the manufacture of
replacements, and improving emissions
performance during operation. High
temperature superconductors allow
improved energy efficiency in some
devices and offer the possibility for
more efficient power transmission, thus
reducing energy production demands.
Finally, catalysts have played a major
role in pollution control devices (such
as automobile catalytic converters), and
neutron scattering is an important tool
used in developing new catalysts. Thus,
neutron based technology has
historically been a benefit to the
environment, and the SNS may well
result in fewer environmental impacts
than the no action alternative.

Construction and operation at any of
the four alternative sites does have its
own unique adverse environmental
impact at the specific location. Of the
action alternatives, the environmentally
preferable site for the SNS is the ORNL
reservation because it offers relatively
minor impacts with comparatively easy
and effective mitigation actions which
will be addressed in a Mitigation Action
Plan (MAP) as discussed later.

Review of the Final EIS

DOE distributed approximately 950
copies (200 full copies and 750 copies

of the summary) of the Final EIS to
members of Congress; Federal, State,
and local government offices; Native
American organizations; stakeholders;
and public reading rooms. In addition,
the document is available on the World
Wide Web at the Environment, Safety
and Health home page, http://
nepa.eh.doe.gov/eis/eis0247/
eis0247.html.

The U.S. Department of the Interior
provided comments on the Draft EIS
that were inadvertently omitted from
the Final EIS. Generic concerns focused
on protection of ground and surface
water, and on continued and expanded
project participation in consultation and
permitting processes; and site-specific
comments were offered for each
candidate site. In a subsequent response
letter, DOE agreed to address these
comments in the selected alternative’s
MAP.

EPA provided comments on the Final
EIS, indicating no objection to DOE
proceeding with detailed design and site
evaluation. However, EPA states that if
these activities produce significant new
information or adverse environmental
impact, then DOE would prepare a
supplemental EIS. EPA also identified
groundwater concerns at ANL related to
drinking water wells. Lastly, EPA
provided comments regarding air
quality modeling that would need to be
addressed in the next phase of the
project regardless of which site was
selected.

Decision

DOE will proceed with the proposed
action to construct and operate the SNS
at the preferred location on the ORNL
reservation.

Basis for Decision

The decision to proceed with
construction and operation of the SNS
is based on the significant scientific and
economic benefits expected to be
derived from the facility and the
minimal environmental consequences
associated with its construction and
operation. Selection of the ORNL
reservation as the site for the SNS is
based on environmental and
programmatic factors. First, while the
environmental consequences for
construction and operation of the SNS
are not severe at any of the candidate
locations, the ORNL reservation affords
the combination of minimal impact and
easiest mitigation for those
consequences that do occur. A modest
amount of wetland (0.23 acres) will be
disturbed when constructing the facility
access road. However, it is anticipated
that the permitting process will not be
complicated due to DOE’s ability to
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implement compensatory action on the
ORNL reservation. Periodic degradation
of the long-term environmental
monitoring program on the Walker
Branch Watershed is undesirable, but
engineering solutions to reduce or
eliminate those impacts are readily
available.

Other Decision Factors

In addition to environmental factors,
DOE considered the existing
infrastructure for neutron science, cost
of construction, and community support
for the proposed action.

ORNL provides a unique and
comprehensive set of scientific research
infrastructure that will function in
synergy with the SNS facility. The High
Flux Isotope Reactor (HFIR) has long
been a dominant location for thermal
neutron scattering research; and that
facility is currently being upgraded to
provide cold neutron research
capability. The combination of HFIR
and SNS will provide the full spectrum
of neutron research tools at one
laboratory, thus allowing scientists to
optimize on-site research during their
time in Oak Ridge. ORNL maintains a
staff of world-class neutron scattering
scientists continuing the base neutron
research programs initially developed at
the laboratory in the early 1950’s. The
current cadre of technicians supporting
neutron research at the HFIR will
provide an experienced pool from
which to develop that same capability
for the SNS facility as it is brought into
operation. In addition, ORNL also
provides an important physical plant
infrastructure to support the SNS. This
includes a large reservation without
significant adjoining population centers;
ready availability of utilities and
services to support facility operation
and waste stream handling; and regional
availability of a low-cost skilled labor
pool for construction and operation of
the SNS.

Construction on the ORNL reservation
would require the least infrastructure
upgrades and only minimal site specific
environmental mitigation measures. At
Los Alamos, it would be necessary to
upgrade electric power supply and
water supply/distribution systems to
satisfy the incremental SNS needs. At
Argonne, the limited space would
require immediate restoration of an old
Argonne waste burial ground, upgraded
facility safety systems to ensure
adequate protection to residents located
very close to the facility, and extensive
surface mitigation actions to address
wetlands, floodplains, and a major
traffic pattern disruption. At
Brookhaven, close proximity of the sole-
source aquifer and the highly permeable

soil would require design modifications
to ensure continuing separation of
ground water from activated soil/
shielding around large portions of the
facility. The construction cost advantage
at ORNL, due to lower upgrade and
mitigation costs, could be offset to some
degree by the possible application of
Tennessee state sales and use taxes to
the SNS construction project. Thus,
based on construction costs, the
preferred site at ORNL is at least as
attractive as any of the alternative sites.

Tennessee State and local
governments, as well as the local
community, have expressed broad
support for locating the SNS at Oak
Ridge. Tennessee is actively
demonstrating their support of neutron
science activities in Oak Ridge by
building a guest user facility, the Joint
Institute for Neutron Science, on the
ORNL reservation, and has committed
to developing a neutron science
program at the University of Tennessee
in Knoxville.

Project Commitments and Mitigation
Measures

The DOE shall use all practicable
means to avoid or minimize
environmental harm from the
construction and operation of the SNS
and will document specific steps to
achieve this end in a Mitigation Action
Plan (MAP). The Department will
monitor its progress against the MAP to
help ensure that it is properly
implemented. Copies of the MAP will
be made available in the local public
reading rooms for information.

With ORNL having been selected as
the site for the SNS, DOE will perform
three-season surveys there to confirm
the presence/absence of threatened and
endangered species and archeological
investigations to locate any historically
sensitive areas. These studies will be
performed before major land
disturbance begins. The Department
will fully assess any species or areas of
concern that it identifies and will act to
mitigate any adverse impacts to the
extent practicable in compliance with
governing regulatory agencies (U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service and the State of
Tennessee).

Construction of the SNS on the ORNL
reservation will result in damage or
destruction of three small [a total of 0.23
acres (0.09 ha)] wetland areas to
accommodate the facility access road.
As conventional facility design evolves,
the amount of impacted wetland shall
be held to a minimum. During
construction, DOE will comply with the
requirements of the appropriate
regulatory authority (the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers or the State of

Tennessee) with respect to the affected
wetlands. The Department will use
runoff and siting controls during
construction to restrict unnecessary
damage to remaining wetland areas.

As changes evolve in facility design or
as facility upgrade actions are proposed,
the DOE shall revisit requirements of
the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) to ensure continued compliance
by the SNS.

Issued in Washington, D.C. this 18th day
of June, 1999.

Bill Richardson,

Secretary of Energy.

[FR Doc. 99-16603 Filed 6-29-99; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6450-01-P

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission

[Docket No. CP99-562—-000]

Destin Pipeline Company, L.L.C;
Notice of Request Under Blanket
Authorization

June 23, 1999.

Take notice that on June 15, 1999,
Destin Pipeline Company, L.L.C.
(Destin), P.O. Box 2563, Birmingham,
Alabama 35202-2563, tendered for
filing in Docket No. CP99-562—-000 a
request pursuant to sections 157.205,
157.208, and 211 of the Commission’s
Regulations under the Natural Gas Act
(18 CFR 157.205, 157.208, and 157.211)
for authorization to construct, install
and operate a lateral pipeline and
appurtenant facilities under Destin’s
blanket certificate issued in Docket Nos.
CP96-657-000 and 001, all as more
fully set forth in the request that is on
file with the Commission and open to
public inspection. This filing may be
viewed on the web at http://
www.ferc.fed.us/online/rims.htm (call
202-208-2222 for assistance).

The lateral would accommodate the
transportation of natural gas production
from a new production platform to be
located in Main Pass Block 283 (Main
Pass 283 Platform) for connection into
Destin’s 24-inch lateral line in Main
Pass Block 279 (Main Pass 279) for
ultimate delivery to downstream
pipeline interconnections in southern
and central Mississippi.

Specifically, Destin is proposing to
construct, install and operate (i)
approximately one thousand three
hundred fifty (1,350) feet of 12-inch OD
lateral pipeline from the Main Press 283
Platform to a subsea tap on Destin’s
existing 24-inch lateral in Main Pass
279, in Federal Waters, Gulf of Mexico;
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